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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable SAM
BROWNBACK, a Senator from the State
of Kansas.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Our Father, the architect of the uni-
verse, in spite of our doubts and fears,
we come to You. We lean upon Your
might because You sustain us through
the seasons.

As our lawmakers face today’s chal-
lenges, guide them with Your provi-
dence. Strengthen them to persevere
toward their goals, knowing that a
bountiful harvest is certain if they en-
dure to the end. May their works make
a difference for Your kingdom.

Again, we pray for our military men
and women. Give them wisdom and
courage and protect them from harm.

We pray in the Name of Emmanuel.
Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SAM BROWNBACK led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

The legislative clerk read as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, June 28, 2006.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable SAM BROWNBACK, a
Senator from the State of Kansas, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

TED STEVENS,
President pro tempore.

Senate

Mr. BROWNBACK thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

—————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
——
SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing, we have set aside the first 2 hours
of the session for a period of morning
business. The first hour is under the
control of the minority, and the second
hour is under the control of the major-
ity.

At the conclusion of morning busi-
ness or shortly thereafter, we hope to
turn to the Oman free-trade agree-
ment. The Finance Committee is meet-
ing this morning and expects to report
out that measure. It is privileged and
will be considered under the 20-hour
statutory time limit. I don’t expect
that we will need all of the time, but
some debate will be required. Senators
can, therefore, expect a vote later
today once we reach an understanding
as to the time required on that bill.

This week, we will also consider the
Paulson nomination to be Secretary of
the Treasury, and we may also clear an
appropriations bill for action.

Having said that, we will alert all
Members as to the timing of the votes
as we reach agreements on any of the
legislative and executive items I just
mentioned.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there

will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business, with the first
hour under the control of the minority
and the second hour under the control
of the majority.

——————

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The minority leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I will use
my leader time so the time will not go
against the Democratic morning busi-
ness time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Nevada is rec-
ognized under his leader time.

VOTING RIGHTS ACT
REAUTHORIZATION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as you
know, outside these doors to my left is
a beautiful room called the President’s
Room, or the Red Room. We call it the
President’s Room because for many
decades, this was the place where
Presidents came to sign legislation.
During the past century, the 20th cen-
tury, it wasn’t used often at all. Rarely
was it used for Presidents to come and
sign legislation. But on August 6, 1965,
it was used. The last time the Red
Room, or the President’s Room, was
used for signing a bill into law was on
a hot summer day of 1965. It had been
a very hot summer. The purpose of
President Lyndon Johnson coming to
the Capitol to sign the bill here, rather
than in the White House, was because
it was the Voting Rights Act. The rea-
son I say it was a very hot summer, it
had been a hot couple of years.

I would direct everyone’s attention
to a wonderful book written by Taylor
Branch, a relatively new book, pub-
lished recently, called ‘At Canaan’s
Edge.” This book tells the story of a
number of things, but one is how the
Voting Rights Act became law. People
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sacrificed their lives to allow this
movement to go forward and, ulti-
mately, to have this legislation passed.

So if we look back historically, the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 is one of the
most magnificent pieces of legislation
ever passed by Congress because what
it did is jump forward 100 years fol-
lowing the Civil War and give African
Americans the ability to register to
vote. Counties and various States in
the South that were basically all Afri-
can American had no African-American
voters. The Voting Rights Act changed
that. And now African Americans all
over this country, but especially in the
South, have had their lives changed by
not having to feel the crash of a base-
ball bat on their head like Reverend
Reeb, who came to peacefully dem-
onstrate to allow people to have the
right to vote and was Kkilled with the
smash of a baseball bat on the side of
his head. Lives were lost, I repeat, and
many people were injured. Many were
seriously injured in an attempt to exer-
cise the basic right of voting in Amer-
ica.

Why do I bring this to the Senate’s
attention today? The reason I bring it
to the Senate’s attention today is, it
was a short time ago, early May, and it
was very hot in Washington, and we
went to the east front on the House
side to have a press conference. There
were dozens of Members of Congress
there. Cameras were there, and people
were shoving for position so the cam-
era could see them. Everybody was
there to talk about the need to reau-
thorize the Voting Rights Act. The
press event took a long time. We had a
number of speakers there, and they all
talked about how important it was
that we reauthorize the Voting Rights
Act. I was there, Senator FRIST was
there, House leaders were there, chair-
man and ranking members of the Judi-
ciary Committees were there, civil
rights leaders were there to announce
their support for the reauthorization of
the Voting Rights Act. We stood to-
gether that day on the steps of the
Capitol and announced a bipartisan, bi-
cameral introduction of that bill.

I thought that day held great prom-
ise for the Congress and the Nation.
The old days of the early 1960s were put
behind us, and this would just go
through here very quickly. I thought
the legislation would be reauthorized
and we would move down the road. I
thought it showed great possibilities
that leaders of both parties recognized
that protecting the right to vote is not
a partisan issue, it is an American
issue and one we would join to support
without qualification.

While finding common ground seems
increasingly beyond our reach on many
debates in the Senate, our joint sup-
port for the Voting Rights Act stood as
a sign that we could still readily stand
together to protect the rights upon
which this Nation was founded.

In the weeks that followed, some
progress was made in moving the bill
forward in the House and the Senate.
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In both Chambers, an exhaustive
record was built, demonstrating with-
out question the continued need for the
Voting Rights Act protections.

I am sorry to report that progress
has stalled. It has really stalled. Last
week, House leaders failed to follow
through on their commitment to move
this reauthorization in that body. It is
now not clear when or even if the
House will act. We urge them to do so
quickly. But the fact that the House
hasn’t acted doesn’t mean we cannot
act in the Senate. The commitment we
all made in May on the east front of
the Capitol is a commitment that the
American people are going to hold us
to. As I have said, we need not wait for
the House. I am told the Senate Judici-
ary Committee is going to complete a
markup of this important legislation in
July. I hope so. As we know, the origi-
nal timetable was May.

Mr. President, I stand ready to work
with my friend, the distinguished ma-
jority leader, to move this matter for-
ward in the Senate, and let the House
do what they feel they need to do. We
need to have the Judiciary Committee
complete its work, bring this to the
Senate floor in July, and spend time on
it, talking about how important this
legislation has been and how that
President’s Room back there could be
used by President Bush to come and
sign the reauthorization of this bill.
Hopefully he can do it this summer.

I don’t stand alone in the pursuit of
passing the reauthorization of the Vot-
ing Rights Act. More than 40 Demo-
cratic and Republican Senators have
signed as cosponsors of this legislation.
I really believe that together we can
fulfill the commitment we made in
May to support the voting rights of all
Americans, without equivocation, by
calling this bill up in July and moving
forward with its swift passage.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDING pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

——
CHECKLIST FOR CHANGE

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, last
week, the Democratic women of the
Senate, led by our dean, Senator BAR-
BARA MIKULSKI, held an event at the
Sewall Belmont House, which I am
very proud to say put forth what we
are calling the checklist for change.
We came together around the impor-
tance of an agenda in Congress that
meets the needs of all of the American
people.

We have been given an hour this
morning to discuss these issues. Our
first speaker, our leader, is the Senator
from Maryland, who has paved the way
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for women not only in the Senate but
in our country on so many issues. I am,
with great pride, yielding to the Sen-
ator from Maryland.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maryland is
recognized.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New York, as
well as all of my colleagues, the nine
Democratic women from the U.S. Sen-
ate.

We are united today. We, the Demo-
cratic women of the Senate, rise in a
united way to launch something we are
calling the Democratic Women for
Change. We want to change the agenda
that is going through the Senate. We
want to change the tone in the Senate
for one of more civility, and we want to
change the schedule to get things done.

The Senate has only been in session
about 75 days, less time than most
State legislatures. And what have we

debated? Divisive constitutional
amendments and tax breaks for
zillionaires.

I regret that the Republican leader-
ship has squandered time, squandered
opportunity, and squandered tax-
payers’ money. We spent time with
bills focused on reelecting Republicans
instead of helping American families.
It is time we bring real issues to the
floor. We have only 50 days left before
this Senate adjourns. This is why we
have done our checklist.

We have a must-do list for change. It
is specific, it is immediate, it is realiz-
able, and it is also affordable.

We women know about checklists.
We remember all the important things
that we need to get done by having a
checklist. It is what we use to keep our
families on track, and now we bring a
checklist to the Senate to get America
on track.

These are the challenges that we can
meet right now by the time Congress
adjourns for the fall elections. Each
and every one of us has a specific issue
we want to see done, and we want to
check that off.

I am advocating for reliable pensions.
I want to talk about retirement secu-
rity and giving help to those people
who practice self-help all of their lives.
In the United States of America, every-
one should retire with financial secu-
rity.

Honoring your father and your moth-
er is not only a good commandment to
live by, it is a very good policy by
which to govern. That is why we the
Democratic women of the Senate
fought to stop the privatization of So-
cial Security, and we were successful.
Now we stand sentry on the Senate
floor to make sure Social Security is
never ever privatized.

We believe that Social Security
should be a guaranteed benefit, not a
guaranteed gamble. We want to make
sure Social Security is reliable, unde-
niable, and inflation proof.

But as we stand sentry, we are
alarmed to see that a budget bill will
come soon to the Senate floor that
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could be a backdoor way of privatizing
Social Security. The so-called budget
reform bill will create a commission on
entitlements, fast-track authority, but
it is really a backdoor way to privatize
Social Security.

Under the guise of empowering an
unelected commission, they would have
the authority to cut benefits, to turn it
over to Wall Street where seniors
would have to rely on the bull of polit-
ical promises or the bear of a market.
We, your Democratic women, are
standing sentry, and we will not let
this happen.

But we also want to support the pri-
vate sector, the good guys in America’s
entrepreneurial and business commu-
nity who provide pensions. So we are
fighting for pensions that workers can
count on and so that good-guy busi-
nesses would have clear rules coming
out of the legislative framework on
which they could depend. And we want
to protect taxpayers from a bailout of
companies dumping their programs on
a government program.

Where are we now? A pension bill has
been languishing. We are stalled, we
are sputtering, we are dithering. It has
been 180 days since the House and the
Senate passed each bill on pensions,
and 110 days since conferees were
named—110 days.

After all is said and done, more is
being said than gets done. Time is run-
ning out. We must pass this bill. But
most of all, time is running out on this
Congress. The American people are
running out of patience. That is why
we bring to the Senate our economic
list for change, and we ask that we
adopt this checklist and let’s bring
about change that will make a dif-
ference for our constituents.

I now yield the floor to my wonderful
colleague from New York, Mrs. CLIN-
TON, and thank her for all of the extra
work she is doing in standing up for
New York and standing up for America.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New York is
recognized.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ap-
plaud my friend and colleague, Senator
MIKULSKI, who is speaking out elo-
quently and strongly about the impor-
tance of pension and retirement secu-
rity and pointing out the dangers of
the legislation—coming out on a to-
tally party-line vote—coming out of
the Budget Committee that we believe
would once again raise the specter of
Social Security privatization.

So we are sounding the alarm, and we
are making clear that the Democratic
women of the Senate will stand sentry,
as Senator MIKULSKI said, and we will
stand firmly to protect Social Security
because we know how many women de-
pend on Social Security.

Part of our effort is to in very simple
terms put forth this checklist for
change. We know we have to secure our
economy in a more competitive world
and secure our energy supplies in that
competitive world.

Our current energy policy is weak-
ening our national security, hurting

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

our pocketbooks, violating our com-
mon values, and threatening our chil-
dren’s futures. Right now, instead of
our national security dictating our en-
ergy policy, our failed energy policy
dictates our mnational security. We
want and need a fundamental change in
direction to secure our Nation’s energy
future.

I believe a strong, balanced national
energy policy is a key to strong eco-
nomic and environmental policies as
well.

It is time we decide do we allow our
economic security and our national se-
curity to be weighed down by a failed
energy policy or do we choose a new
path? We think, the Democratic women
of the Senate, that we need a new path.

Here is a concrete goal. Let’s reduce
our dependence on foreign oil by at
least 50 percent by 2025. How will we
get there? It starts by getting back our
American can-do attitude and a new
commitment, such as the Apollo
project that sent a man to the Moon.
We know how to do this. Americans are
better at setting goals and solving
problems than any people in the his-
tory of the world, but we are acting as
though we can’t control our own des-
tiny when it comes to energy, that we
can’t possibly do what needs to be done
to break our addiction to foreign oil.

I have introduced legislation to cre-
ate a strategic energy fund, to commit
our Nation wholly to a new energy fu-
ture, to invest in alternatives and effi-
ciency, to create jobs, to strengthen
our economy, and to free our hands
fully to protect our Nation in the
world. I don’t want to see one more
year go by where we are not doing what
it takes to prevent us from being
blackmailed and extorted by oil re-
gimes that have us literally over a bar-
rel.

The strategic energy fund will invest
in renewable energy, such as wind and
solar, transform America’s vehicles by
expanding consumer tax credits, and
making sure we have more hybrids and
other advanced clean diesel auto-
mobiles and trucks.

We will accelerate home-grown
biofuels by investing in research and
loan guarantees for cellulosic ethanol
production.

We will speed fuel infrastructure by
pairing increased tax incentives for in-
stallation of E-85 pumps with a man-
date to have them at 50 percent of our
gas stations within 10 years.

And we will unleash American inge-
nuity by investing $9 billion in a new
energy research agency modeled on
DARPA, which was created in the De-
fense Department after Sputnik went
up and has given us so much, including
the Internet.

We challenge the Republican Con-
gress to make energy independence a
priority by passing meaningful energy
legislation, such as a strategic energy
fund, this session.

I am so proud to stand with my
Democratic women colleagues and put
forth this checklist for change. It will
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make a difference in America’s future.
Let’s get about doing the business of
America.

I yield the floor for my distinguished
colleague from California, Senator
BOXER.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California is
recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
Senator CLINTON. I am also very proud
to be on the floor of this great body
with my Democratic women Senate
colleagues.

We held a press conference in which
we challenged the Republican leader-
ship to bring up issues on this floor
that are meaningful to our families.
Here is our checklist for change. Each
of us has taken one of these issues.
Mine happens to be protecting our air,
land, and water.

The message we are here today to
convey is that the Republicans run the
Senate, the White House, and the
House of Representatives. They control
what issues come to the floor of the
Congress for debate. We spent yester-
day debating an amendment to the
Constitution to ban flag burning. We
also debated a bipartisan proposal by
Senators BENNETT and CLINTON to ban
flag burning via a statute.

Every one of us in this body voted to
ban flag burning, be it by a statute or
by an amendment. But one has to ask
the question: Is that debate, which we
have had four times, more important
than the issues that are on our check-
list for change?

There have been four reports of flag
burnings this year. That is four too
many, but they were four. Yet there
are 44 million Americans whose pen-
sions are at risk while this Congress
fails to act to protect those pensions.

Four flags burned versus 7.5 million
Americans who have been denied an in-
crease in the minimum wage. And this
Congress, under the Republicans, sees
nothing wrong with giving themselves
a pay raise, but they can’t raise the
minimum wage, and it has been flat for
9 years, which means it has gone down
in value and people cannot make it on
$5.15 an hour.

Four flags have been burned—four
too many—versus 170,000 talented col-
lege-ready students each year who stay
home because they can’t afford tuition.

Four flags burned—four too many—
yet 30,000-plus veterans have waited in
2006 for their first medical appoint-
ment, an issue that will be taken up by
Senator MURRAY.

Four flags burned versus 200,000 peo-
ple in New Orleans living in trailers,
unfinished houses, or tents in the front
yards of their Katrina-ravaged homes.

Four flags burned this year—four too
many—versus $2.89 a gallon for regular
gas. By the way, that is the national
price. In California, we are looking at
well over $3 a gallon.

Four flags burned—four too many—
versus 46 million Americans with no
health insurance, and Senator LINCOLN
will talk about that.
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Four flags burned—four too many—
versus over 500,000 Americans who have
lost their lives while we wait for this
Republican Congress to take action on
stem cell legislation, an issue that has
been championed by many of us in this
Senate and on this checklist carried by
Senator FEINSTEIN.

And, finally, four flags burned—four
too many—versus 75 million Americans
living near our most polluted toxic
waste Superfund sites.

In conclusion, because my check-
point is protect our air, land, and
water, I call on this Republican Con-
gress to address two pressing environ-
mental crises: global warming and
Superfund cleanup.

It is easy to put global warming on
the back burner as long as our every-
day lives are not affected, but some
people think their everyday lives are
beginning to be affected. The best sci-
entists in the world warn us that we
are near the tipping point on global
warming.

Just the other day, the U.S. National
Academy of Sciences, along with the
national academy of science for 10
other nations, agreed that climate
change is real and it has to be ad-
dressed. So we call on this Republican
Congress to do something about it.
Don’t sit back and say this doesn’t
exist because you are ignoring science.

I am proud to say that in the State of
California, they are Ilistening. This
week a historic global warming bill
cleared the first hurdle and passed the
California Senate Environmental Qual-
ity Committee. California has been a
leader in the environment, and Senator
FEINSTEIN and I want to make sure
that we can bring some of that action
right here to the Senate.

Last point: We need to clean up these
Superfund sites that are hurting our
families and hurting our communities.
Under the Clinton administration, we
cleaned up 80 of these sites a year. Now
it is down to 40 sites a year. We owe
our children a clean and healthy envi-
ronment.

Mr. President, it is time for you and
the Members of the Republican Con-
gress to call on the Republican leader-
ship to take up our checklist for
change. We are very proud to be talk-
ing about this all together this morn-
ing on the Senate floor.

I am proud to yield now for Senator
PATTY MURRAY of Washington.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Washington is
recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
very proud to be here this morning
with the other Democratic women of
the Senate in urging the leadership to
talk about the issues that are the true
priorities of the American people. The
issue I am talking about today is so
important, and that is the treatment of
our Nation’s veterans. Our military
men and women and their families are
sacrificing every day for all of us. It
should be our duty to honor that sac-
rifice, whether it is with jobs or train-
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ing, support or health care. But on this
issue, the Republican leadership has
failed miserably.

Today, the Department of Veterans
Affairs continues to be overwhelmed
and underfunded. Listen to what we
know. The VA is currently seeing 38
percent more Iraq war veterans than
they budgeted for—38 percent more. In
fact, in fiscal year 2006, the VA ex-
pected to provide medical care to
110,000, but that number is now closer
to 170,000, and those veterans are wait-
ing over a year to get the specialty
care they need and deserve.

In Seattle, we have VA medical cen-
ters with over 2,000 veterans on waiting
lists to get an initial doctor’s appoint-
ment. Veterans around the country are
waiting 18 months just to get their
benefits. On Monday it was reported in
the New York Times that veterans’
spouses are being faced with an impen-
etrable wall of bureaucracy as they try
to collect their survivor benefits.

To me, and to my women colleagues,
that is simply intolerable. We are also
woefully unprepared for the rising toll
of post-traumatic stress disorder and
other battlefield-related mental ill-
nesses that are hitting our troops.
Right now, it is estimated that one-
third—one-third—of the 1.3 million
Americans who have served in Iraq and
Afghanistan are facing mental health
challenges when they get home. The
Department of Veterans Affairs re-
cently revealed to us that it is on a
pace to see nearly 20,000 new cases of
postcombat stress this fiscal year
among troops. Guess how many they
estimated to see: 2,900. So they thought
they would have 2,900, but they are on
a pace to see 20,000. A VA Under Sec-
retary noted that some of our VA clin-
ics don’t provide mental health care, or
if they do, she said, waiting lists render
that care virtually inaccessible. Our
service men and women, veterans, and
their families deserve more than vir-
tually inaccessible care. We have to do
more.

On top of that, we have to be working
to pass Federal legislation that ad-
dresses the employment needs of vet-
erans who are coming back home from
the battle front. Do my colleagues
know that among 20- to 24-year-olds,
unemployment for veterans is double
that of nonveterans, and it is three
times the national average? That is un-
acceptable. Iraq war veterans are com-
ing home, they are losing their jobs,
they are not getting medical care, they
are having a hard time accessing bene-
fits, and they are struggling to just get
by.

We have a job to do in this Senate,
and that is why the Democratic women
are here today to talk about our check-
list for change and focusing on our vet-
erans. Last week, I successfully amend-
ed the fiscal year 2007 Agriculture ap-
propriations bill to include $160 million
to deal with the data theft of 26.5 mil-
lion veterans. We have to make sure
that our veterans don’t have the double
whammy of losing their data and then
losing their health care to pay for it.
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Our service men and women deserve a
new direction. So today we challenge
the Republican leadership to include
the real cost of care for our veterans
when they submit their budget and to
do right by our veterans and our mili-
tary families by holding hearings on
the holes in transition assistance, men-
tal health care, and health care that
our veterans and families need.

Caring for our veterans is not a Re-
publican or Democratic issue, it is an
American issue. We call on this Con-
gress to right now do the most patri-
otic thing we can do, and that is to ful-
fill our promise to our Nation’s vet-
erans.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
letter to Senator FRIST from all of the
Democratic women outlining our
checklist for change and our call for
action.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEMOCRATIC WOMEN FOR CHANGE,
June 21, 2006.
Hon. WILLIAM H. FRIST,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR FRIST, We, the Democratic
women of the Senate, are writing to chal-
lenge you to change direction, change the
tone, and change the agenda to match the
priorities of the American people.

There are approximately 50 days left in
this legislative session—still plenty of time
to change direction and focus instead on
meeting the challenges that affect the Amer-
ican people in their daily lives.

To that end, we present you with our
‘“Checklist for Change’’—nine challenges
that Congress can meet right now. We ask
that these goals be considered during the re-
mainder of this session of Congress:

Safeguard America’s Pensions: Americans
deserve to retire with dignity and financial
security. We will continue to oppose any
plan to privitize social security, because sen-
iors deserve a guarantee rather than a gam-
ble. Recent corporate corruption and mis-
management has shown us that we must also
protect employee pension plans. The Repub-
lican Congress has stalled these efforts. For
the good of all American workers, we chal-
lenge the Republican Congress to pass a
clean pension reform bill.

Keep Good Jobs in America: We need a jobs
agenda that fights for American workers and
businesses. The flight of American jobs over-
seas must be reversed. Currency manipula-
tion and the free flow of counterfeit goods
from countries like China have put American
workers at an unfair disadvantage for too
long. We challenge the Republican Congress
to enact tax policies that Stop the
outsourcing of American jobs, to level the
international playing field by enforcing our
trade agreements, and to raise the minimum
wage.

Make College Affordable for All: The best
guarantee of a good job is a quality edu-
cation. In America, 170,000 college-ready stu-
dents don’t attend college each year because
the cost is too high. Yet the Bush Adminis-
tration has taken $12 billion from student
aid programs to pay for tax cuts for the
wealthiest Americans. We cballenge the Re-
publican Congress to increase the maximum
Pell Grant, make the college tuition tax
credit permanent, and cut student loan in-
terest rates.

Protect America and our Military Fami-
lies: It is our duty to care for the brave men
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and women who defend our nation at home
and abroad. Yet the Bush Administration
consistently shortchanges healthcare and
other benefits for veterans, leaving many
soldiers waiting a year or more treatment.
We challenge the Republic Congress to pro-
vide benefits funding for veterans and to
hold hearings on mental health care and
transition assistance for those coming back
from war abroad.

Prepare for Future Disasters: Nearly five
years after September 11th and ten months
after Hurricane Katrina, the Federal Govern-
ment is still woefully unprepared to deal
with potential future disasters. We challenge
the Republican Congress to restore disaster
to cabinet-level status; to implement the
recommendations of the September 11th
Commission; to develop safe evacuation
plans; and to reform the Stafford Act to bet-
ter manage large catastrophes.

Make America Energy Independent: Amer-
ica’s lack of a coherent energy policy is
weakening national security, hurting our
pocketbooks, violating our common values
and threatening our children’s future. The
Strategic Energy Fund bill will cut our de-
pendence on foreign oil in half by 2025, invest
in efficient energy alternatives and create
good American jobs. We challenge the Re-
publican Congress to pass the Strategic En-
ergy Fund bill.

Make Small Business Healthcare Afford-
able: More than 46 million Americans are un-
insured. Small businesses create two out of
every three new jobs in America and account
for nearly half of America’s overall employ-
ment, yet just 26% of businesses with 50 or
fewer employees provide health insurance.
The Small Employers Health Benefits Pro-
gram will create affordable, private health
insurance for small businesses and give par-
ents the comfort of knowing that their chil-
dren are protected. We challenge the Repub-
lican Congress to pass this crucial legisla-
tion.

Invest in Life Saving Science: Stem cell re-
search provides real hope for cures to many
of the world’s deadliest diseases. Against the
wishes of the American people, the Bush Ad-
ministration and the Republican Congress
have blocked efforts to expand stem cell re-
search so that scientists and doctors have
every tool at their disposal to keep us
healthy and safe. As a result, America trails
the rest of the world in research. We chal-
lenge the Republican Congress to pass stem
cell legislation this summer.

Protect our Air, land and Water: The Bush
Administration has been negligent in pro-
tecting Americans from environmental haz-
ards. They have ignored the consensus of the
best scientists in the world when it comes to
the threat of global warming, and they have
recklessly reduced clean ups of toxic waste
at Superfund sites. We challenge the Repub-
lican Congress to pass a comprehensive
science-based bill to reduce greenhouse gases
and to restore funding for Superfund clean-
up.
We hope that you will put these bedrock
issues on the agenda, because the American
people are counting on us to fight for them.
We can and must do better.

Sincerely,

Barbara Mikulski, Barbara Boxer, Maria
Cantwell, Hillary Rodham Clinton,
Diane Feinstein, Mary Landrieu,
Blanche Lincoln, Patty Murray, Debbie
Stabenow.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
proud to yield the floor for my col-
league from Washington State, Senator
CANTWELL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COLEMAN). The Senator from Wash-
ington is recognized.
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Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague, Senator MURRAY
from Washington, for her eloquent
statement about the state of veterans
affairs in our country and to make sure
that those who patriotically served our
country are taken care of in their time
of need.

Many of my colleagues are here—and
I appreciate being with my women Sen-
ate Democratic colleagues—to talk
about our checklist for change and talk
about the important issues we believe
Congress and the Senate should be fo-
cusing on. But I know that people all
across my State are wondering what
we are doing here in the few days left
before our Fourth of July recess.

In fact, one of the newspapers in my
State basically said: If Members don’t
have better things to do than some of
the proposals they have been bringing
up to amend the Constitution, then we
should just go home. Or, as one news-
paper said: The checklists that we have
been dealing with are full of political
gimmicks and not national needs.

I would like to say that these are the
national needs that we ought to be
dealing with, and making college edu-
cation affordable for all is a huge pri-
ority. As we have spoken out on this
issue as a group of women Senators
talking about the checklist for change,
I am now hearing from students all
over America who are feeling the same
pinch.

A student from Central Washington
University said: Like many others, I
am feeling the cuts that affect finan-
cial aid.

Even students from outside the State
of Washington are e-mailing me. One
student from the University of Florida
basically said they were coming here to
Capitol Hill soon with their full group
of presidents and vice presidents and
student vice presidents. They reminded
me that:

We are the future of America, and we must
ensure that future by making sure students,
regardless of wealth or other socioeconomic
factors, have access to a good college edu-
cation.

Mr. President, I couldn’t agree with
that student from the University of
Florida more, and I look forward to
seeing them in their efforts here on
Capitol Hill to be successful.

But we are here this morning because
we all know the best way to secure a
good job is a quality education, and we
know that the doors to educational op-
portunity are slamming shut for many
Americans. This is something that is
very personal to me as somebody who
went to school on financial aid, and I
can literally say I don’t think I would
be in the Senate or have been a suc-
cessful executive at a business enter-
prise if I didn’t have access to that
good college education.

We can’t let college education be-
come a privilege for just a few of the
wealthy, and we have to make sure
that families and students can afford
college, regardless of their financial re-
sources.
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Let me just lay out a few facts. Since
2001, the cost of a public higher edu-
cation has increased by a staggering 46
percent. In Washington State alone,
tuition costs at 4-year public schools
have spiked, an increase of 63 percent
since the fall of 2000. Tuition costs are
skyrocketing, but family income, par-
ticularly of those with college-age stu-
dents, has only risen about 3.4 percent
between 2000 and 2003. So the challenge
is we haven’t seen income opportuni-
ties go up, but yet the cost of edu-
cation has gone up. So while those
costs have soared, almost 350,000 Wash-
ington students have basically had
their Federal financial aid slashed. And
families have to tell their children
they can’t afford to send them to col-
lege this year or next.

Well, I can tell you, Mr. President,
that is unacceptable. We need to do
better to make sure that we make col-
lege education affordable.

What have we been doing? Last Janu-
ary, we had the largest raid on student
financial aid I have ever seen. The leg-
islation that was passed by this body
cut $12.7 billion straight from student
loan programs, the biggest single cut
in the history of the Federal student
loan program. That was coming on top
of the President’s budget, which basi-
cally also proposed a $2.2 billion cut in
the Education Department budget,
which is the largest cut in the Edu-
cation Department in 26 years of his-
tory.

So we are here this morning, and this
Senator is here, because we believe we
need a new direction. Today we are
standing here to challenge Congress to
act now in the best interests of Amer-
ican students, America’s families, and
certainly for the competitiveness of
America’s future economy. We chal-
lenge this Congress to make college
education more affordable now, to help
families save for college education.

Specifically, we are asking the lead-
ership to make a priority legislation
that would increase the Coverdell edu-
cation savings account contribution to
$5,000 and let families make that tax
deduction contribution to help them
pay for that increase in college edu-
cation; secondly, to make the college
tuition tax deduction permanent, mak-
ing it possible for families to put
money into education and not feel the
pinch; third, to pass my ‘“‘GI Bill for
Life”’ legislation that gives those re-
turning from Iraq and Afghanistan who
served in our military the opportunity
to complete their college education
and get the financial support, as they
have supported our country, no matter
how long it takes for them to complete
that course in education.

It is time that we invest in the future
of America and provide Americans the
next opportunity of leadership in our
economy by giving them access to a
good education. We can act now and we
can pass these legislative issues before
Congress adjourns this year. We hope
this checklist for change will be a pri-
ority—mnot some of the issues we have
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been focusing on, but a real checklist
to get busy with the priorities and
needs of American families.

Now I would like to yield the floor
for my colleague, Senator LINCOLN,
who is going to talk about the afford-
ability of health care in America.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Washington
for her incredible focus on educating
our children and making sure our fami-
lies can afford higher education, and
certainly focusing on energy independ-
ence, which is critically important to
all of our households.

I am proud to be here today with all
of my Democratic women colleagues to
talk about the things that are so im-
portant to America’s families, the
working families who are the fabric of
this Nation, who make us strong, who
make us proud as Americans to look at
the Nation and see what the foundation
of our country is really all about.

Mr. President, I know that you and
many of our other colleagues probably
think this is just a honey-do list. Well,
we all have our honey-do lists. For my-
self, as a mother of twin 10-year-olds
and certainly a wife who wants to be
supportive and caring for my husband,
and as a daughter who is looking at
aging parents and in-laws, and all of
the many responsibilities in my life, I
know that keeping a list to make sure
I am actually accomplishing the things
that are important to the people I love
is critically important so that I know I
am doing what I need to do.

I have a list on my refrigerator. 1
have a list on my desk. I carry a list in
my car and in my purse to make sure
that I can keep up with the things that
are important, the responsibilities I
have as a person not only for the things
I want to do not just for my family but
for my neighbors and for all of the peo-
ple I report to and am responsible to.
At home, my husband and I have a
honey-do list that we share the respon-
sibility for. Just last night, we were
making sure we changed the air filters
and the batteries in our smoke detec-
tors which are critically important to
the safety of our children and our
home. We were making sure that we
adjusted our budget to deal with the
unbelievable increase in energy costs.
Don’t think that every household is
not looking at how important that is.
Or making sure that our children get
their health checkup and that they are
up to date on their immunizations.

How blessed I felt when I walked into
that pediatrician’s office to know that
through the Federal employees, I have
insurance that will cover that. But it is
important to make sure the things on
my list get done so that the people in
this world whom I love so dearly are as
safe and as healthy as they possibly
can be.

On that list is also setting aside dol-
lars each year and every quarter in
order to know that when my children
become college age, they are going to
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have at least some Kkind of a nest egg,
perhaps not enough to cover all that
they need in order to get that edu-
cation that I know is so critically im-
portant to their success and to the suc-
cess of this country. These are the
things that we want to challenge and
to encourage our colleagues in the Sen-
ate to take up. These are the issues
that American families see on their
checklist every single day. These are
things that we can do—we know that
we can do. These are issues that affect
every American family.

My good friend and colleague from
California, Senator FEINSTEIN, is going
to talk about a humane and moral so-
lution to stem cell research, on which
she has worked for over 8 years now.
There was a wonderful event in Arkan-
sas for the Diabetes Association where
I met a young woman with a daughter
who talked about the transition, the
complete change in life for their family
in order to deal with a disease like dia-
betes in a child who is only 12 years
old.

Mr. President, we plead with you,
take a look at this list. Look at the
reasonable items we are talking about
that mean so much to the American
families of this country.

I am here to talk about the keen
awareness that we have of the chal-
lenges that are faced by working fami-
lies who want nothing more than the
security that health insurance offers.
We, as Federal employees, enjoy a tre-
mendous security. For over 40 years,
the Federal Government has figured
out that if it pools all 8 million of the
Federal employees across this great
country, it can provide greater choice
at a lower cost.

We, too, can do that for the small
businesses of this country. If we look
around, we realize that nearly 46 mil-
lion Americans lack health insurance,
including 456,000 of my own Arkansans.
Small businesses are the No. 1 source
of jobs in Arkansas and in most parts
of our country. Yet only 26 percent of
businesses with fewer than 50 employ-
ees offer health insurance coverage
today. Workers at these businesses are
most likely to be uninsured. Yet they
are the engine of our economy. They
are the jobs that are not going to go
offshore. They are the companies and
the businesses in our communities that
support our Little League and that
sponsor our scouting events. These are
the fabric of our country. Yet fewer
than 26 percent are insured.

Small businesses need innovative
ways to offer affordable, accessible
health care to their employees. Recog-
nizing that need for a new direction,
Senator DURBIN and I proposed the
Small Employers Health Benefit Pro-
gram. It is a comprehensive solution to
our small business insurance crisis. It
is based on 40 years of success with the
Federal Employees Health Benefit
Plan. It will create affordable private
health insurance choices for small em-
ployers, and it will give working fami-
lies the security and the comfort of
mind that they need.
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We challenge—we encourage—we
plead with our Republican Congress
and leadership to pass the Small Em-
ployers Health Benefit Program this
session. It is something we can do that
will make a tremendous difference in
the lives of Americans.

We are going to keep fighting be-
cause we believe that working families
should have the comfort of knowing
that they can take their children to
the doctor—whether it is for just a
common cold or a broken arm or, heav-
en forbid, something much more seri-
ous—and be able to afford and access
the care that they need.

We believe that expanding coverage
for small businesses will go a long way
toward making sure that the millions
of Americans should and would have
access to medical care. We believe that
providing that kind of security is
worth fighting for, and that is why we
have joined together today to point out
to the American people, particularly to
our colleagues, the list that we carry
around every single day in our pocket-
books, on our desks, and on our refrig-
erators at home. It is no different than
the list that we present to you, and it
is no different than the list that every
American family has in their home.

We ask you, Mr. President, take a
look at what we propose. Look at the
time that we have remaining and know
that we can make a difference in the
fabric of this country by looking at the
list of what America’s working fami-
lies need the most in their households.

I am proud to yield for my good
friend and colleague from California,
Senator FEINSTEIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Arkansas for
her remarks. I don’t think anyone
speaks more eloquently about the
needs of American families than
BLANCHE LINCOLN. It is always real and
it is always practical. I am just de-
lighted to be a colleague of hers.

I rise today to say why stem cell re-
search should be part of this Demo-
cratic Women’s Checklist for Change.
The reason is very simple, and that is
because stem cell research offers the
promise of historic advances in the
treatment of catastrophic disease. It is
that simple.

The potential for this research was in
the news again last week, as scientists
at Johns Hopkins announced that they
used embryonic stem cells to regen-
erate damaged nerves in paralyzed
rats. That is something that no one
ever thought could be done. After being
treated with cells harvested from
mouse embryos, most of the rats re-
gained enough strength to walk and
bear weight on their previously para-
lyzed hind legs.

Just imagine what this discovery
could one day mean for patients with
spinal cord injuries, multiple sclerosis
or ALS. It could be revolutionary be-
cause one thing science believed was
that the spinal cord, once severed,
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could never be regenerated. Now, for
the first time in history, we see there
may be a solution to that and it rests
with stem cell research.

Translating this discovery into treat-
ment of human patients will likely
take several years, and it will likely
not see fruition without Federal re-
search dollars. Here is the rub. Our re-
searchers face a major roadblock im-
posed by the President in August of
2001, when he limited Federal funding
to 22 lines of stem cells. All of these
available lines are now contaminated
with mouse feeder cells, so virtually
there is no Federal ongoing research.

Thirteen months ago, the House ap-
proved a bipartisan bill by Mr. CASTLE
and Ms. DEGETTE, a bill that would re-
move this roadblock. It would permit
promising research to go forward. It
would offer new hope to millions of
Americans suffering from disability,
diseases, and spinal cord injuries. The
Castle-DeGette bill essentially says
that it would be possible to use em-
bryos that are rejected in IVF clinics;
that is, in vitro fertilization clinics.
All of us know that tens of thousands,
if not millions, of these embryos are re-
jected and they are destroyed. Those
embryos could be taken to form new
stem cell lines under this bill.

The votes are here to pass this bill
today, but the President has vowed a
veto, and the Republican leadership re-
fuses to bring it to the floor. In the
year that we have waited for Senate
action, millions more are now waiting
for cures that one day could come from
stem cell research. In the last year,
consider this: 1.4 million Americans
were diagnosed with cancer; 60,000
Americans were diagnosed with Par-
kinson’s disease; 11,000 Americans suf-
fered spinal cord injuries; and 1.5 mil-
lion adults were diagnosed with diabe-
tes.

These are just new diagnoses. Think
of all the Americans who continue to
suffer cancer, heart disease, Alz-
heimer’s, Parkinson’s, spinal cord inju-
ries, and catastrophic diseases which
could potentially be helped by embry-
onic stem cell research.

The administration’s policies have
left our researchers far behind the rest
of the world. In fact, other countries
are, today, laying the foundation for
groundbreaking cures, while U.S. sci-
entists are not able to gain Federal
funding for research. Evidence that the
United States is no longer the world
leader in embryonic stem cell research
is mounting. Scientists around the
world have created 128 new embryonic
stem cell lines since President Bush
announced his policy. Only 34 of these
new lines were created in our country.
The proportion of embryonic stem cell
papers published by U.S. research
groups has fallen dramatically in the
past 2 years. At least 10 other nations—
Germany, Finland, France, Sweden,
the United Kingdom, South Xorea,
Singapore, Israel, China, Australia—
are investing substantial sums of gov-
ernment money in embryonic stem cell
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research. That is totaling hundreds of
millions of dollars. Other nations are
constructing facilities, they are at-
tracting our American researchers who
should be here at home doing this re-
search, and they are learning more
every day.

The United States, on the other
hand, remains at the starting line. I
don’t think we can afford to watch
other nations move ahead. Eight years
ago, I introduced one of the first bills
addressing stem cell research, so we
have waited this long—8 years—for ac-
tion. Time and time again, we have
pressed for action on the floor of the
Senate. We pressed for it privately. We
pressed for it by letter. We pressed for
it by press conference with groups of
sufferers of catastrophic diseases. All
of this has been to no avail. I can’t be-
lieve it. I can’t believe this kind of re-
calcitrance. And all of this is despite
the fact that every poll shows a domi-
nant majority of Americans support
stem cell research.

It is time the Senate place the health
of Americans ahead of the views of a
limited number of people whose views
are apart from the mainstream of
America. We owe it to the 110 million
Americans suffering daily from debili-
tating and catastrophic disease. Every
day that we wait, more people develop
diseases that could one day be cured.
Every day we wait, other nations move
further ahead.

I urge the Republican leadership to
bring the Castle-DeGette stem cell bill
to the floor and allow Federal research
to move forward. A Democratic Senate
would listen to the American people. A
Democratic Senate would make the
promotion of this promising research a
reality. This Senate is in Republican
control. The Republican-controlled
House has passed this bill. A dominant
majority of the American people say
enact this bill. Yet this Senate, Repub-
lican controlled, becomes the road-
block.

I urge the Republican leadership to
reconsider and bring the Castle-
DeGette bill to the floor of the Senate
for a vote.

Mr. President, I would like to yield
for my colleague, the distinguished
Senator from the great State that har-
bors the great city of New Orleans, LA.
She will speak about making Ameri-
cans upwardly economically mobile in
the American workplace.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from California for
her remarks and her passion and her
focus on the issue of stem cell research.
One day when millions of Americans
have been cured of diseases that afflict
us today because the research is just
not there, we can thank Senator FEIN-
STEIN for staying on point, every
month, every year—staying on point
on stem cell research. It is something
the vast number of Americans support.
They understand the importance of
pressing forward on this science to find
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real cures for real people, for real fami-
lies. That will not only relieve the pain
and suffering that comes with disease
but also promote the general economic
well-being of a nation based on a free
enterprise system that works much
better when people are healthy than it
does when they are sick.

I stand in awe of Senator FEINSTEIN’S
focus on this issue, and I support her
wholeheartedly.

It is my opportunity to speak about
one of the very important aspects on
this checklist. We talked about safe-
guarding America’s pensions, and we
have talked about good jobs in Amer-
ica. Senator CANTWELL talked about
college affordability for all Americans,
about being the first person from her
family to graduate from college, and as
she has shared with us, going on to cre-
ate a multimillion-dollar software
business that, of course, helped her per-
sonally and her immediate family. But
think of all the other people it helped
because she received a great education
from our system—protecting America
and our military families and making
America energy independent, as Sen-
ator CLINTON was so clearly stating,
and small business health care as Sen-
ator LINCOLN spoke to this morning.

I am going to focus my attention on
preparing for future disasters. It is, un-
fortunately, something that we in Lou-
isiana have become somewhat experts
on lately, having lived through and
still trying to live and survive after the
greatest natural disaster to hit our
country in some time.

I begin by saying that if there was
ever a wonder why our country was
created, you can find the answer in the
Preamble of the Constitution, one of
the greatest documents ever written. It
talks about providing for the common
defense, promoting the general welfare,
and securing the blessings of liberty for
ourselves and our posterity. Our Fed-
eral Government, which was estab-
lished over 220 years ago, has estab-
lished institutions, large and small, to
meet the promise of the Preamble of
the Constitution.

We established the Department of
Defense to support and provide for the
common defense. It was called the War
Department. Now it is called the De-
partment of Defense. We established
the Department of Health, Education,
and Labor to promote the general wel-
fare.

Thirty years ago we established the
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy to help keep Americans secure in
the blessings of their liberty in the
middle of natural disasters.

On August 29, when Katrina hit land,
a category 5 storm to hit the gulf coast
and to hit the southeastern part of
Louisiana and the southwestern part of
Mississippi, and 3 weeks later when
Hurricane Rita barreled into the south-
western part of our State, the Federal
Government failed the people of the
gulf coast.

Amazingly, nearly 1 year after this
unprecedented failure, we have done
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little, if anything, to ensure that this
will not happen again.

Studies have been completed. Re-
ports have been drafted. Senator
LIEBERMAN and Senator COLLINS have
been exemplary in their work in a bi-
partisan fashion in the Senate—1,000
hours of hearings, dozens of field hear-
ings—to come up with comprehensive
legislation. However, somewhere be-
tween the Republican leadership in the
White House and the Republican lead-
ership in Congress we have failed to
come up with a single recommendation
or a piece of legislation to come before
this Congress to make sure that some
of these recommendations are put into
place.

The White House has not asked for a
single law to be changed based on their
own report of 125 recommendations.
Contrast that with what happened
after September 11. This Government
was literally turned upside down and
inside out. Laws—dozens of laws,
maybe even hundreds of laws—were
changed so that we could try to get to
core answers to 9/11. Yet after the
greatest natural disaster in American
history, with the failure of the Federal
Emergency Management, a failure that
will be recorded in history for genera-
tions, not one law has been perma-
nently changed. And it is almost 11
months after that storm.

Billions of dollars have been thrown
at the problem. And at the request of
myself and a few Members of our dele-
gation, we have managed to move a few
billion of those dollars out from this
morass of a Federal agency that
doesn’t work to try to get money di-
rectly to parishes, counties, to eco-
nomic development departments for
the recovery and rebuilding.

I raise this point on this checklist
not just for Louisiana which we are
going to rebuild regardless of the mess
we find ourselves in, but we want to
raise this issue—I want to raise this
issue—in hopes that it can prevent this
kind of recovery taking place in Se-
attle, in the event of a tsunami, or in
California in the event of an earth-
quake, or in Tennessee which also sits
on a fault line of a geological struc-
ture.

I raise this point to honor the 1,836
victims of Katrina and the 120 victims
of Rita. Surely there is enough sac-
rifice for people to make before their
Government, led by a Republican Con-
gress, takes the steps to make sure it
will never happen again. I know that
no Congress run by Democrats or Re-
publicans can prevent a natural dis-
aster. We understand that. We are
going to have earthquakes, hurricanes,
and we are going to have volcanic erup-
tions. While we can’t prevent that, we
can most certainly improve the re-
sponse from the Federal level so that
people do not have to suffer through
the rebuilding that is going on now in
Louisiana.

The first thing that must be done,
which is part of our checklist, is to
give the Director of FEMA the author-
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ity and the access he had under the
stewardship of its most successful Di-
rector, James Lee Witt, under the pre-
vious administration. At that time, it
was a Cabinet level position that had
the trust and access of the President
and the full command of Federal re-
sources during such disasters.

Regrettably, we have all watched in
horror on the television screen, and I
have watched personally upfront as a
witness of the failings of FEMA on the
ground, constrained by the priorities of
the Homeland Security Director, which
is different than what the needs of this
great city and region are. And after
reading the exchanges between Direc-
tor Brown and Secretary Chertoff, it
most certainly doesn’t seem to be their
focus on emergency response in home-
land security. FEMA needs to stand
and win the internal battles to get pri-
orities on the budget. Moving boxes
around in the Federal Government or-
ganizational charts should not be our
focus. And that is not the solution. The
issue is that FEMA must be a priority
for the highest levels of leadership. It
must be able to command the attention
of the Federal Government and the
many resources and assets that this
Federal Government has to help re-
build and reestablish confidence in any
community that would find itself vir-
tually destroyed, as in the case of St.
Bernard Parish, a small parish that
doesn’t get the attention of the na-
tional media. But 60,000 people live
there, and 95 percent of their homes
were destroyed with 15 to 20 feet of
water.

Senator BAYH and I had the pleasure
of visiting down in that great parish
with the great spirit, and just last Fri-
day we walked into an unbelievable
sight. A small trailer was sitting in the
middle of complete ruin, with brave
teachers and administrators inside this
trailer trying to conduct what I guess
is a summer school for children. We
walked into this classroom with the
lights low at naptime, with music,
where 20 little children were sleeping.
When we walked out of that trailer, all
you could see was destruction as if you
were in a war zone. Yet the happiness
on the faces of the children and the
spirit of those teachers was really a
testament to the resilience of people
despite the fact that their Government
is failing them. They are not going to
fail themselves or their children. But
we can do better.

On 9/11, when the terrorists attacked
New York, everyone said that one of
the major failings was the failure of
the communications system. We lost
335 firefighters—not because they
lacked bravery, not because they
lacked leadership, not because they
lacked the armor or the covering to
protect them from the fire as they ran
to the building when everyone was run-
ning away—we lost many of them be-
cause their radios didn’t work. We
couldn’t find a few hundred dollars to
buy a radio for firemen running into a
skyscraper that was falling down. We
all know what we did wrong.
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Today, we still don’t have a system
of communication that can operate
when the cell phone towers go down,
whether they are burned down, blown
out, or flooded out. It doesn’t exist.
Five years is a long time.

I will tell you what we have done in
5 years. We built a continental railroad
in b years. From the time of Pearl Har-
bor to Victory Day was 5 years. From
the time the Apollo drawings were on
paper until we hit the Moon was 5
years. But it is b years since 9/11.

When the people of the gulf coast had
two major hurricanes barrel down on
them and they went to use a cell
phone, a land line, or a computer, the
communications system was down. We
were blamed for not having an evacu-
ation plan. Let me say for the last time
that the best evacuation plan doesn’t
work if you can’t communicate it to
your neighbors, let alone to the doctor
in the emergency room or the ambu-
lance driver or the bus driver trying to
run the bus or the Superdome operator
trying to keep thousands of people safe
and fed and cared for.

I know our time is up in just about 2
minutes. I have gone a little over my
time. I want to say in closing that
there is a lot the Republican Congress
could do to keep us on point, to keep us
focused on the things that matter to
the American people dealing with nat-
ural disasters, helping them to rebuild
their shattered 1lives, their homes,
their schools, their churches, and their
businesses. When these storms and
floods come through is one thing. It is
very important to the people of this
country.

I wish, as a Democratic Senator from
Louisiana, that we would spend a little
bit more time making sure the commu-
nications system works, that FEMA
works, and that all the money the tax-
payers are spending is being spent well
and not wasted. That is sort of the
third disaster—not the disaster itself
but the disaster of wasting money
when people are so desperate for the re-
sources they need to rebuild.

Thank you, Mr. President, for pre-
siding this morning. It is probably not
the easiest thing to listen to. But these
are some shortcomings that we believe
we need to step up to and address for
our country and put before the Amer-
ican people, the practical solutions.

I yield the floor.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise today to join my colleagues in
calling for a ‘‘Checklist for Change.”
We need a real jobs agenda in this
country—one that stands strong and
fights for American workers and Amer-
ican businesses.

This is about our way of life—a way
of life based on good-paying, middle
class jobs and the promise that—with
hard work—every American can aspire
to do better tomorrow than they did
yesterday.

We need to stop the flow of American
jobs overseas. Last year, a new $2 bil-
lion tax cut that I authored took ef-
fect, rewarding companies that create
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manufacturing jobs here in the United
States.

We need to level the playing field for
American businesses. Currency manip-
ulation and the free flow of counterfeit
goods from countries such as China
have put American workers at an un-
fair disadvantage for too long.

It is time we had an international
trade prosecutor who can go after
countries that cheat and make sure
that America is getting a fair deal in
the world market.

We need a new direction for Amer-
ican workers.

We challenge the Republican Con-
gress to enact tax policies that stop
the outsourcing of American jobs.

We challenge them to stand up and
enforce our trade agreements so Amer-
ican businesses can compete on a level
playing field and keep good-paying jobs
here at home.

Americans want to export our prod-
ucts, not our jobs.

And we challenge the Republican
Congress to follow the lead of my State
of Michigan and raise the minimum
wage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

——
RESPONSE TO THE CHECKLIST

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
have listened to part of the previous
presentations. I think the impression
has been given that if we just had a
Democratic Senate we could accom-
plish so much more. But I think in the
process of making such a presentation
many things have been overlooked or
not quite stated in a factual way.

Let me start by saying what has been
said—that Republicans have cut $12 bil-
lion from college student aid, frozen
Pell grants for higher education. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth.
The Republican Congress, since Presi-
dent Bush has been in office, has dra-
matically increased the absolute com-
mitment to helping lower income stu-
dents, many who are first-time college
graduates in their family, and we are
helping at the Federal level to an ex-
tent never seen before.

For instance, Pell grants will grow
by $240 million. The number of recipi-
ents will increase by 59,000 to 5.3 mil-
lion students. Funding for Pell grants
rose from $8.8 billion in 2001 to $13 bil-
lion in 2006. In 2006, the Department of
Education expects to make over $77 bil-
lion in grants, loans, and other aid to
over 10 million students. It is a fact
that we are increasing Pell grants. We
are increasing the number of students
who are eligible for Pell grants. We
need to be honest when we are talking
about what the difference would be if
there were a Democratic Senate versus
the Republican accomplishments.

In addition, the Department of Edu-
cation in 2006 will make or guarantee
more than $60 billion in new student
loans, a $4 billion increase over the pre-
vious year. That is a huge accomplish-
ment in just one year.
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In addition, one of the things this
Senate is focusing on currently is try-
ing to get more of our students into
the areas of math, science, and engi-
neering because that is where the jobs
are in the future. To make sure our
students from low-income areas are
able to pursue this type of career and
to give them special attention, we have
added a SMART grants program for
Pell-eligible students that will give
them a bonus if they pursue a degree in
math or science, or a foreign language
deemed to be critical for national secu-
rity. We have taken steps so low-in-
come students, only Pell grant-eligible
students, will get this bonus to move in
the direction of good jobs in our coun-
try.

It is important to stay on the facts
and talk about some of the things we
have tried to do. ‘“Tried to do is key.”
Many of the things I have heard in the
last hour about what the Democrats
would do if they were in charge were
somewhat amusing because we have
tried to do those very things; it is the
other side of the aisle who has kept us
from achieving those goals. Consider
association health plans—small busi-
ness health plans that would give mil-
lions of workers the opportunity to
have affordable health care. Because
they work for small businesses—maybe
10 employees or 20 employees—that em-
ployer cannot afford to offer health in-
surance options because the options
are too expensive, and employers are
not eligible for the big plans that bring
the cost down.

We brought to the Senate floor, after
trying for years, we passed legislation
out of committee and brought to the
Senate the small business health plans
that would give millions of employees
of small businesses the opportunity to
have affordable health care. It was the
Democrats, by an overwhelming major-
ity of their caucus, who voted against
association health plans again and
again.

Making health care more affordable
is a goal we have. One of the most im-
portant things we can do this year is to
broaden the number of people who have
health care coverage in our country. If
the Democrats would sit down and
work with us, we could do that. We
cannot do it by ourselves. I am very
concerned when it is implied that a
Democratic Congress could produce
this when it is the Democrats who have
obstructed Republican initiatives.

Border security. I live in a border
state. We have a northern border and a
southern border. Since I came to the
Senate, we have probably quadrupled
the number of Border Patrol agents in
both the northern and the southern
sectors. We have put billions into more
border control facilities, into surveil-
lance techniques that extend the reach
when you cannot have a person every
mile. You cannot have a person every
mile, but you can certainly extend
your reach with infrared and UAVs.
This is very helpful. We have put our
money into this area, and we have
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made it a focus. Securing our border is
going to continue with a Republican
Congress.

Tax cuts. I have heard many people
say: How can you have tax cuts when
we have deficits and so many needs in
our country? Let’s put the facts on the
table. Every time in recent history
when we have had tax cuts in this
country—from  President Kennedy,
President Reagan, and President
Bush—the revenue of our country has
increased. It happened again after the
tax cuts of 2003. When people can keep
more of the money that they have
worked for and earned in their pocket-
books, they will either reinvest it in
capital, which will increase jobs and
prosperity and, therefore, revenue to
our country; or they will save it, which
does the same thing; or they will spend
it and create new opportunities for jobs
in the manufacturing sector.

That is exactly what has happened
when the Republicans, over the objec-
tions of the Democratic caucus, did
push through tax cuts giving marriage
penalty relief, giving lower tax brack-
ets for every American who pays taxes,
giving a 15-percent capital gains and
dividends rate, giving relief across the
board to the people who are earning
the money in this country that has
caused a revenue increase.

Therefore, the deficit of this country
is going to be $100 billion less this year
than we thought might happen. If we
do not continue the tax cuts, it will be
a tax increase, and that will stall the
economy. We will see the jobless rate
rise and our economy will be adversely
impacted. So tax cuts are a difference
that we will see with a Republican-con-
trolled Congress.

Now I will talk about energy. One of
the things we have done in this Con-
gress, which has not gotten very much
play, is the Energy bill that was passed
through the leadership of Senator PETE
DOMENICI as chairman of the Energy
Committee. For the first time in 10
years, we passed a significant Energy
bill last year through this Republican-
led Congress. The focus was on renew-
ables, tax credits for renewables, in-
creased investment in research into re-
newable energy.

Anyone who has filled up a gas tank,
anyone who runs a small business and
has higher costs of electricity and nat-
ural gas knows we have an energy cri-
sis in this country. One of the reasons
why is because we are over 60 percent
dependent on foreign sources for our
energy needs. These foreign sources are
unreliable. We need to do what Ameri-
cans do. That is, stand up and take
control of our destiny. That means we
are going to create energy that is re-
newable and clean, that protects the
environment, energy such as biodiesel,
made from soybeans; energy such as
ethanol, made from corn. Wind energy
is producing almost 10 percent of the
electricity in my home State of Texas
and Texas is a big State. It is very im-
portant that we have the wind energy
credits we passed in that tax bill be-
cause it has enhanced energy resources
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in our country. This is a significant
contribution to diversifying our energy
sources, and it is so important for our
country.

My point is this: This Republican
Congress has been a steady hand at the
wheel. We have supported America’s
commitment in the war on terror. We
have made it a policy that we will not
leave when our commitment is not ful-
filled. And when it is, and when the
generals on the ground say Iraq can se-
cure itself and Afghanistan can do it by
themselves, we will then leave. We
want to do that. We do not want to
stay indefinitely in Iraq or Afghani-
stan, but we want to keep the terror-
ists where they are. We will keep our
commitment to lower taxes and clean
energy. We will keep our commitment
to the small business people who are
working in America and contributing
to the economy. They are the heart of
our country. That is what a Republican
Congress would do. That is what we are
going to continue to fight for.

I hope, rather than saying a Demo-
cratic Congress would do it differently,
when they have blocked so many of the
things we have done, they would cross
the aisle and say: Let’s do these things
together. We can do something bipar-
tisan. People in this country do not
care about Republicans or Democrats.
They want results. We can do it if we
work together across the aisle instead
of making so many issues political that
do not need to be.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

WAR ON TERROR

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished colleague from Texas for
outlining so many of the very impor-
tant issues facing this country and the
Senate today.

I will talk about something that is
extremely important to families, to
people through the United States. That
is the war on terror. How are we going
to take the steps to prevent another
September 11 attack in the United
States?

I don’t think anyone who has fol-
lowed the progress of the Islamofascist
terrorists who have threatened us be-
lieve we are going to be safe if we try
a fortress mentality, to step back and
say no one is going to hit us, they don’t
care about the United States. They do.

We work in a very secure place. Peo-
ple who visit us have to go through all
kinds of security. Yes, we have built up
some good barriers, good protections.
High target areas such as the Congress
and the White House are protected.

For the vast majority of places in
America, there is no way you can build
a security system such as we have here
because of the high priority this rates
in terms of terrorist interests. After
September 11, we started some very se-
rious consideration of what we needed
to do to fight against terrorism.

I will read a very good editorial that
appeared September 24, 2001.
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The Bush administration is preparing new
laws to help track terrorists through money-
laundering activity and is readying an execu-
tive order freezing the assets of known ter-
rorists. Much more is needed, including
stricter regulations, the recruitment of spe-
cialized investigators and greater coopera-
tion with foreign banking authorities.

Washington should revive international ef-
forts begun during the Clinton administra-
tion to pressure countries with dangerously
loose banking regulations to adopt and en-
force stricter rules. These need to be accom-
panied by stronger sanctions against doing
business with financial institutions based in
these nations.

That is exactly what the Bush ad-
ministration did. They set up the Ter-
rorist Financing Tracking Program, a
very effective program. This program
went on clandestinely without any
public notice or disclosure.

As the chairman of the subcommittee
that funds the Treasury Department
and as a Member of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee, I was briefed on it.
I was briefed on the effectiveness of it
and how valuable a tool it is to be able
to follow the money because the terror-
ists did not know we could follow when
they transferred money from al-Qaida
or Hamas or Hezbollah to someone in
the United States; or transferred
money from a so-called charity in the
United States back to a terrorist orga-
nization. They did not know how we
were doing it. It was effective.

A number of the major terrorist cap-
tures we have made, the terrorist oper-
ations designed for the United States
that we have interrupted, were enabled
by the terrorist tracking program.

When the 9/11 Commission made its
final report of its recommendations on
December 5, 2005, they gave varying de-
grees of ratings, from the very best
being A, to F being a very bad job, to
all of the different activities we had
undertaken to make our country safe,
to make our homeland safe. Regret-
tably, many of them only got Bs. The
Director of National Intelligence, the
National Counterterrorism Center,
they got Bs. Some of them got even
lower grades, working with other coun-
tries.

But the one that led the rating was
terrorist financing. We were doing the
best job fighting terrorist threats to
the United States by terrorist-financ-
ing tracking. We were, until last week.
Because that editorial I read from
about the need for that, about the need
for international cooperation, was a
New York Times editorial of Sep-
tember 24, 2001.

Well, the New York Times has blown
the cover—blown the cover—on this
very important terrorist-financing ac-
tivity. Now the terrorists know there is
a Belgian-based cooperative called
SWIFT, the Society for Worldwide
Interbank Financial Telecommuni-
cation. The SWIFT operation has a fa-
cility in the United States to which the
Treasury Department issued narrowly
targeted administrative subpoenas to
get information on specific terrorist
organizations and where their money
transfers went. But now the terrorists
know.
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SWIFT is regulated by central bank-
ers. The oversight committee knew
about it. The oversight committee had
in it the Federal Reserve, the European
Central Bank, the Bank of England,
the Bank of Japan, the Bank of Bel-
gium. Their committee members over-
seeing SWIFT knew how this program
was operating, and they knew it was
operating lawfully.

But the New York Times, continuing
its recent tradition, has decided that
its right to publish is more important
than the American public’s right to be
safe from terrorist activities. This is
another chapter in a very sad series of
revelations of our most sensitive intel-
ligence-tracking activities.

Newspapers knew in World War II we
could crack the codes of the Axis, that
we were able to monitor the defense
and military moves of Germany. But
they did not expose it. Why? Because
they knew our national interest re-
quired us to be able to keep confiden-
tial, to keep out of the hands of our en-
emies, the techniques by which we
gathered the intelligence, which helped
us win World War II—and which had,
until recent disclosures, helped us be
able to win the war against terrorist
attacks in the United States.

Well, the New York Times has de-
cided that its right to publish takes
precedence over America’s right to
have intelligence collection methods
that are not disclosed to the people of
the United States and, thus, to the ter-
rorists we attempt to track.

Sadly, as I have traveled around the
world, meeting with our intelligence
agencies, our military people—all
across the globe—I found out, since the
disclosures—beginning with the disclo-
sure of the renditions of terrorists to
other countries, the activities of the
President’s terrorist surveillance pro-
gram—our intelligence capabilities
have been compromised. Intelligence
operatives tell us collections are way
down. We don’t know how we can re-
place these tools that have been dis-
closed by the New York Times and oth-
ers.

In February, at the open hearing in
the Intelligence Committee, I asked
CIA Director Porter Goss: What has the
damage been? What has the damage
been to our intelligence system from
this disclosure? He said: It’s been very
severe. Let me repeat, very severe.

Then again, when Michael Hayden
was in a public hearing on his con-
firmation to be Director of the CIA, I
asked him again—and this was before
the disclosure of the Terrorist Finance
Tracking Program—I said: What has
been the impact of these disclosures on
our intelligence system? He said: These
disclosures have now applied the Dar-
winian theory to terrorists because the
only terrorists we are capturing are
the dumb terrorists. The smart terror-
ists know what we are doing, and they
know how to avoid it. Therefore, they
can plan their attacks, and we are se-
verely crippled.
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Well, disclosure of this Terrorist Fi-
nance Tracking Program is a very se-
vere blow. This one particular program
has had, in my view, as many successes
as any of the other programs, and it
has been a vital part of building the in-
telligence network that we need, gath-
ering the information we need to iden-
tify and take out those people who are
planning to launch deadly terrorist at-
tacks in the United States.

I regret to tell my colleagues, my
constituents in Missouri, and the peo-
ple in America that we are much less
safe.

This program, the SWIFT Program,
did not need to be exposed. The Sec-
retary of the Treasury has written to
the New York Times a rebuttal to the
disclosure they made. They said: Oh,
there is a great need for the people to
know this. Well, unfortunately, when
the people of America know it, the ter-
rorists know it.

Secretary John Snow, with whom I
have worked on this program, laid it
out very well. He said in a statement
on June 22 of this year: After President
Bush made it clear that ensuring the
safety of our people from terrorist at-
tacks was our No. 1 priority, one of the
most important things the Treasury
could do is to follow the flow of ter-
rorist money. They don’t lie. Skillfully
followed, they lead us to terrorists
themselves and, thereby, protect our
citizens.

He said:

Given our intimate knowledge of the glob-
al financial system and financial flows,
along with our close working relationships
with financial institutions around the world,
Treasury is uniquely positioned to track
these terrorist money flows both inter-
nationally and domestically.

He said:

I am particularly proud of our Terrorist
Finance Tracking Program which, based on
intelligence leads, carefully targets financial
transactions of suspected foreign terrorists.
. . . It is an essential tool in the war on ter-
ror. . . . It is not ‘‘data mining”. . . . It is
not a ‘‘fishing expedition™. . . . today’s dis-
closure [is] so regrettable, because the public
dissemination of our sources and methods of
fighting terrorists not only harms national
security but also degrades the government’s
efforts to prevent terrorist activity in the fu-
ture.

If there are people sending money to
help al Qaeda, then we need to know
about it. We also need to take advan-
tage of that knowledge to follow the
money trail and thwart them.

He reports that the 9/11 Commission
gave its highest level of recognition to
this work.

Well, Mr. President, when we disclose
how our allies are working with us, we
not only give the terrorists informa-
tion on how to avoid disclosure, how to
keep their activities secret, what we
do, and what is very serious, is we tell
our allies that we cannot keep a secret.
Our allies are getting more and more
reluctant to deal with us on any inter-
national cooperative missions when ev-
erything we do is blown and all of a
sudden they read in their papers in the
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United States how they have cooper-
ated with the United States.

Now, that is not a very popular thing
for some of these governments to do,
and it makes it far more difficult for us
to say: Hey, let’s work together on a
clandestine intelligence-gathering pro-
gram that will keep your country safe
and our country safe. Bam, they read
about it in the newspapers. Well, this
makes not only terrorists more able to
get around our existing intelligence-
collection assets, but it makes our al-
lies far more reluctant to cooperate
with us.

Mr. President, I regret to tell you
and my colleagues how serious this has
been.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a copy of the let-
ter to the editors of the New York
Times by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, John Snow; a copy of the Sep-
tember 24, 2001, editorial from the New
York Times; and a copy of the Final
Report on 9/11 Commission Rec-
ommendations, in which they said this
terrorist financing program was the
best.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC, June 26, 2006.
Mr. BILL KELLER,
Managing Editor, The New York Times,
West 43rd Street, New York, NY.

DEAR MR. KELLER: The New York Times’
decision to disclose the Terrorist Finance
Tracking Program, a robust and classified
effort to map terrorist networks through the
use of financial data, was irresponsible and
harmful to the security of Americans and
freedom-loving people worldwide. In choos-
ing to expose this program, despite repeated
pleas from high-level officials on both sides
of the aisle, including myself, the Times un-
dermined a highly successful counter-ter-
rorism program and alerted terrorists to the
methods and sources used to track their
money trails.

Your charge that our efforts to convince
The New York Times not to publish were
‘“‘halfhearted”” is incorrect and offensive.
Nothing could be further from the truth.
Over the past two months, Treasury has en-
gaged in a vigorous dialogue with the
Times—from the reporters writing the story
to the D.C. Bureau Chief and all the way up
to you. It should also be noted that the co-
chairmen of the bipartisan 9-11 Commission,
Governor Tom Kean and Congressman Lee
Hamilton, met in person or placed calls to
the very highest levels of the Times urging
the paper not to publish the story. Members
of Congress, senior U.S. Government officials
and well-respected legal authorities from
both sides of the aisle also asked the paper
not to publish or supported the legality and
validity of the program.

Indeed, I invited you to my office for the
explicit purpose of talking you out of pub-
lishing this story. And there was nothing
‘“‘half-hearted’ about that effort. I told you
about the true value of the program in de-
feating terrorism and sought to impress
upon you the harm that would occur from its
disclosure. I stressed that the program is
grounded on solid legal footing, had many
built-in safeguards, and has been extremely
valuable in the war against terror. Addition-
ally, Treasury Under Secretary Stuart Levey
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met with the reporters and your senior edi-
tors to answer countless questions, laying
out the legal framework and diligently out-
lining the multiple safeguards and protec-
tions that are in place.

You have defended your decision to com-
promise this program by asserting that ‘‘ter-
ror financiers know’ our methods for track-
ing their funds and have already moved to
other methods to send money. The fact that
your editors believe themselves to be quali-
fied to assess how terrorists are moving
money betrays a breathtaking arrogance and
a deep misunderstanding of this program and
how it works. While terrorists are relying
more heavily than before on cumbersome
methods to move money, such as cash couri-
ers, we have continued to see them using the
formal financial system, which has made
this particular program incredibly valuable.

Lastly, justifying this disclosure by citing
the ‘“‘public interest’” in knowing informa-
tion about this program means the paper has
given itself free license to expose any covert
activity that it happens to learn of—even
those that are legally grounded, responsibly
administered, independently overseen, and
highly effective. Indeed, you have done so
here.

What you’ve seemed to overlook is that it
is also a matter of public interest that we
use all means available—lawfully and re-
sponsibly—to help protect the American peo-
ple from the deadly threats of terrorists. I
am deeply disappointed in the New York
Times.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. SNOW,

Secretary, U.S. Department of the Treasury.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 24, 2001]

FINANCES OF TERROR

Organizing the hijacking of the planes that
crashed into the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon took significant sums of money.
The cost of these plots suggests that putting
Osama bin Laden and other international
terrorists out of business will require more
than diplomatic coalitions and military ac-
tion. Washington and its allies must also dis-
able the financial networks used by terror-
ists.

The Bush administration is preparing new
laws to help track terrorists through their
money-laundering activity and is readying
an executive order freezing the assets of
known terrorists. Much more is needed, in-
cluding stricter regulations, the recruitment
of specialized investigators and greater co-
operation with foreign banking authorities.
There also must be closer coordination
among America’s law enforcement, national
security and financial regulatory agencies.

Osama bin Laden originally rose to promi-
nence because his inherited fortune allowed
him to bankroll Arab volunteers fighting So-
viet forces in Afghanistan. Since then, he
has acquired funds from a panoply of Islamic
charities and illegal and legal businesses, in-
cluding export-import and commodity trad-
ing firms, and is estimated to have as much
as $300 million at his disposal.

Some of these businesses move funds
through major commercial banks that lack
the procedures to monitor such transactions
properly. Locally, terrorists can utilize tiny
unregulated storefront financial centers, in-
cluding what are known as hawala banks,
which people in South Asian immigrant
communities in the United States and other
Western countries use to transfer money
abroad. Though some smaller financial
transactions are likely to slip through unde-
tected even after new rules are in place,
much of the financing needed for major at-
tacks could dry up.

Washington should revive international ef-
forts begun during the Clinton administra-
tion to pressure countries with dangerously
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loose banking regulations to adopt and en-
force stricter rules. These need to be accom-
panied by strong sanctions against doing
business with financial institutions based in
these nations. The Bush administration ini-
tially opposed such measures. But after the
events of Sept. 11, it appears ready to em-
brace them.

The Treasury Department also needs new
domestic legal weapons to crack down on
money laundering by terrorists. The new
laws should mandate the identification of all
account owners, prohibit transactions with
‘‘shell banks’ that have no physical prem-
ises and require closer monitoring of ac-
counts coming from countries with lax bank-
ing laws. Prosecutors, meanwhile, should be
able to freeze more easily the assets of sus-
pected terrorists. The Senate Banking Com-
mittee plans to hold hearings this week on a
bill providing for such measures. It should be
approved and signed into law by President
Bush.

New regulations requiring money service
businesses like the hawala banks to register
and imposing criminal penalties on those
that do not are scheduled to come into force
late next year. The effective date should be
moved up to this fall, and rules should be
strictly enforced the moment they take ef-
fect. If America is going to wage a new kind
of war against terrorism, it must act on all
fronts, including the financial one.

FINAL REPORT ON 9/11 COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
[December 5, 2005]

Homeland Security and Emergency Response

Radio spectrum for first responders ... F/C*
Incident Command System C
Risk-based homeland security funds .. F/A*

Critical infrastructure a 1t D
Private sector preparedness
National Strategy for Transportation Security .
Airline passenger pre-screening .......... F
Airline passenger explosive screening . C
Checked bag and cargo SCreening .........cccoeevverves D
|
C
B

Terrorist travel strategy
Comprehensive screening system
Biometric entry-exit screening system
International collaboration on borders and document

security D
Standardize secure identifications ... B—

Intelligence and Congressional Reform

Director of National Intelligence
National Counterterrorism Center
FBI national security workforce ..
New missions for CIA Director ....
Incentives for information sharing
Government-wide information sharing
Northern Command planning for homeland defense
Full debate on PATRIOT ACt ......cooorereerereeeceeiseneienein B
Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight Board
Guidelines for government sharing of personal informa-

tion
Intelligence oversight reform
Homeland Security Committees ......
Unclassified top-line intelligence budget ...
Security clearance reform

Foreign Policy and Nonproliferation

Maximum effort to prevent terrorists from acquiring
WMD D
Afghanistan B
Pakistan C+
Saudi Arabia D
B

C

F

Terrorist sanctuaries
Coalition strategy against Islamist terrorism .....
Coalition detention standards
Economic policies B+
Terrorist financing A—
Clear U.S. message abroad ...
International broadcasting
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Scholarship, exchange, and library programs ............... D
Secular education in Muslim countries ........c.cccouervenees D

*If pending legislation passes.

Mr. BOND. I would say also, it is
fully compliant with the regulations,
with the Constitution, and with stat-
utes. If anybody wants to know, I will
be happy to talk with them. There was
no genuine public right to know that
was satisfied by blowing this program.
It was legal, and it was effective. No
longer will it be effective, and no
longer can we be as safe as we were be-
fore these disclosures started.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAHAM). The Senator from New
Hampshire.

RESPONSIBLE BUDGETING

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to
speak about a package of initiatives
which were reported out of the Budget
Committee, the purpose of which is to
put some order into our financial house
and to try to make the Government of
the United States an affordable event
for its citizens, especially for younger
people who will be working to support
the next generation as it retires.

This package has been grossly mis-
represented by the other side of the
aisle, especially by the leader on the
other side of the aisle and by the as-
sistant leader and by other Members
who have come to the floor. They have
taken out the bloody shirt of Social Se-
curity and waved it at this package in
a totally irresponsible manner. There-
fore, I think it is appropriate to come
to the floor and point out what the
facts are versus what they believe the
politics should be.

The facts are rather startling, regret-
tably, as we head into the retirement
of the baby boom generation, which is
the largest generation in our history.
The cost of supporting that generation,
which will have to be paid by our chil-
dren and our children’s children, is as-
tronomical.

There is now pending on the books of
the Government $65 trillion—that is
with a “T”’—of unfunded liability.
What does that mean? That means we
have programmatic obligations on the
books of the Government—obligations
to retired people, primarily—which
will cost $65 trillion more than what
we know will come into the Govern-
ment under the present projections. In
other words, we do not have the money
to pay for it. We do not know where the
money is going to come from. But we
do know we have these obligations on
the books.

To try to put a trillion dollars in per-
spective, or this number into perspec-
tive, since the beginning of the Nation,
since the beginning of our country, we
have only collected $40 trillion in
taxes—only. We have collected $40 tril-
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lion in taxes: a lot of money. The total
net worth of America and Americans—
if you take all our cars, all our houses,
all our stock, all our businesses—is $51
trillion. So we have on the books an
obligation which exceeds our net worth
as a nation.

We have to figure out how we are
going to afford to pay for that, espe-
cially how our children are going to af-
ford to pay for it because they are the
ones who are going to bear the burden.

To try to put this in even more pre-
cise perspective, three programs—three
retirement program, specifically; So-
cial Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid—will cost the American taxpayer
more, as we head into the year 2025,
than what the total Government cost
the American taxpayer today as a per-
cent of gross national product. Tradi-
tionally, the Government of the United
States has spent about 20 percent of
the gross national product of America.
These three programs alone, as a result
of the retirement of the baby boom
generation—which is the largest gen-
eration in the history of our country,
by a factor of two—will cost the Amer-
ican taxpayer everything that we pres-
ently pay into the Government by the
year 2025.

So that means, at that point, to pay
for those three programs, you would be
unable—if you were going to maintain
the historical spending of the Govern-
ment—you would be unable to pay for
national defense, for education, for en-
vironmental cleanup, for all the other
things the Government does.

And that is only the start. Because as
that baby boom generation gets into
fuller retirement, the cost of those pro-
grams continues to go up. What does
that mean in practical terms? It means
our children and our children’s chil-
dren, in order to support the retired
generation, would have to pay a dra-
matic increase in taxes under the
present scheme.

Basically, it would mean our children
would be unable to afford a better life-
style. They probably could not send
their kids to college, buy a house or
purchase a car the way our generation
has been able to do because they would
be sending so much of their money to
the Federal Government to support
these basic programs which are manda-
tory. It is not a tolerable proposal for
our country. We cannot say, as one
generation, that we are going to put on
the books obligations that make the
next generation pay so much in taxes
that they essentially would not be able
to live the quality of life we have. We
would undermine their quality of life,
and it is not fair to them.

What we did in the Budget Com-
mittee was try to address this, not by
policy changes but by putting in place
processes which will force us to face up
to fiscal discipline, which will force us
as public policymakers, the Senate and
the House and the executive branch, to
look at these numbers, these facts
which exist. And they will not change
unless we do something because the
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generation that is going to cost all this
money is already alive. It is my gen-
eration, the baby boom generation. We
are this huge generation. We are going
to cost our children these types of dol-
lars. It is not going to change unless
we do something.

It will force us, as public policy-
makers, to face up to this reality,
these proposals which came out of the
Budget Committee. The major point is,
we have a huge problem coming at us
as a Government, as citizens, and as
parents. You can’t tax your way out of
it. You cannot possibly raise taxes
enough to pick up the cost of these pro-
grams and still give earning Americans
an opportunity to live well.

So what is the reaction from the
other side of the aisle? They want to
immediately attack any proposal, even
though this one has no policy attached
to it—it simply has processes which
force a policy to occur, no specific pol-
icy to occur—attack any proposal as an
attack on Social Security. How grossly
irresponsible is that? How incredibly
inappropriate is that? Does the other
side of the aisle believe that our chil-
dren should be faced with a burden
which they cannot possibly afford?
That seems to be the case. They have
walked off the playing field of respon-
sible public policy, waving the bloody
shirt of Social Security for the pur-
poses of political gain. It is inexcusable
on their part.

What is the proposal we brought for-
ward, this outrageous proposal which,
according to the other side, is so out-
rageous? It is pretty simple. It is very
responsible. It is an attempt to get at
the essence of the problem we have
today. It has eight parts. The first part
puts back in place an idea which the
other side of the aisle offered 2 years
ago. Yet now they claim it is horrific,
the statutory caps, which says on dis-
cretionary spending, that when we put
caps in place, they will be enforceable.
Today we put caps in place, but they
get waived around here like buying
peanuts. This goes back to the old
Gramm-Rudman approach, where you
have enforceable statutory caps. That
means we set a number. We agree, as a
Congress, this is how much money we
are going to spend. Then we say: You
actually can’t spend more than that,
unless you have a cut somewhere else.

That is totally irresponsible, accord-
ing to the other side. We did it a few
years ago. It worked. In fact, Chairman
Greenspan said it was the most signifi-
cant budgetary reform that has oc-
curred around here in a long time. We
are suggesting we put it back in place.
It affects discretionary spending, which
is every year spending, not mandatory
spending.

The second idea—I will skip down so
we can go in order—is to put in place a
BRAC Commission. We had a BRAC
Commission for defense spending, and
it worked. We did it five times. This is
a BRAC Commission for the whole Gov-
ernment, same idea, same philosophy.
It says, take a look at the programs
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and then have the Commission send the
ideas to the Senate and then the Sen-
ate has to vote for them or against
them. It is a reasonable approach to
trying to do something which we have
not been able to do on a one-by-one
basis. It is a broader approach.

It also has the President’s proposal
for a line-item veto or expedited rescis-
sion. It is a better proposal than what
the President actually sent us because
it is more balanced relative to the leg-
islative branch and the executive
branch. In fact, it is an idea that
passed the Congress. In 1996, we voted
for a much stronger line-item veto
than this. It gives the President the
ability, when we send him these omni-
bus bills that have billions of dollars of
spending in them, rather than veto the
whole bill and shut down the Govern-
ment, for example, he can now put to-
gether a package of specific programs
in those bills that he doesn’t think
make sense, send them up here, and
Congress has to vote on them in an ex-
pedited process, for or against them.
Obviously, he will have to send up a
package which has majority support or
else it will not get passed.

And we put in language which says
that to the extent there is a rescission
as a result of this, the savings have to
go to the deficit. That is a very strong
idea, in my opinion.

We also have biennial budgeting, an
idea which people think will be a more
effective way for us to address budg-
eting. We are now effectively in a bien-
nial process anyway since every year
there is an election, we can’t pass a
budget around here; at least we haven’t
in the last three election cycles, both
under Democrats and Republicans.

And then there is reconciliation re-
form. The essence of the package is the
mandatory reform effort, the effort to
try to address this chart where Social
Security and Medicare and Medicaid
are essentially going to bankrupt our
children, unless we do something intel-
ligent about it. This is where the other
side of the aisle has been so grossly ir-
responsible—first, in characterizing it,
because they have been factually inac-
curate, and then abandoning the field
of debating the issue and coming up
with other processes, if they believe
they are better ideas. The first ap-
proach is something that passed this
Congress already. It basically says that
if Medicare for 2 years in a row is found
to take more than 45 percent of its sup-
port out of the general fund—Medicare
is supposed to be a hospital insurance
program, not supposed to be supported
by the general fund—if for 2 years in a
row it is supported by general taxation
by more than 45 percent of its costs,
then a point of order is put in place,
which can be waived by 60 votes, so it
can be waived against any new entitle-
ment spending. It is a reasonable ap-
proach. It is actually not that strong
an approach, but it is something that
basically highlights the problem.

Then we get to the more substantive
policy driving events. An Entitlement
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Commission is put in place. This is
where the other side has grossly mis-
represented the facts and then taken
out the bloody shirt and attacked the
facts which they grossly misrepresent.
And that’s a great idea. First, you
make up what the position is, and then
you attack that position. And then you
take absolutely no responsible position
on your own part, which is exactly
what the other side has done. Obstruc-
tion has become the only thing which
the other side of the aisle appears to be
able to do, obstruction for the purpose
of obstruction for the purpose of ob-
taining power around here.

When are they going to face up to the
fact that we are supposed to be doing
policy which addresses the needs of our
children especially and the afford-
ability of the Government specifically?

What is the Entitlement Commis-
sion? It is a group of people who are
put together. They are chosen by the
leadership of both sides of the aisle.
There will be eight Republicans and
seven Democrats, if it were to be put in
place today. Eight and seven, that is
not an overwhelming majority for our
side of the aisle. And it takes 10 mem-
bers of the commission to put together
a report to be sent under expedited pro-
cedures.

The leader on the other side of the
aisle says: This is an outrage. It is a
Republican steamroller. Tell me what
is the steamroller. Eight to seven rep-
resentation, takes ten people to put
out a report? And then the other side of
the aisle goes so far as to say: And they
can’t consider taxes.

That is a total misrepresentation
also. They can consider taxes under the
Entitlement Commission. And then
they say: 51 votes are going to pass it.

That is a total misrepresentation
again. The proposal takes 60 votes to
pass.

In response to the issues raised by
the Senator from North Dakota in the
markup of this bill and because I ac-
cepted the fact that maybe it wasn’t
structured correctly the first time
around, we responded to that concern.
The other side of the aisle, the leader-
ship of the other side of the aisle not
only doesn’t give us credit for respond-
ing to the concerns of the Senator from
North Dakota because we changed it so
that it became a balanced commis-
sion—we changed it so that it takes a
supermajority to report from it and
then it takes a supermajority to pass
it—they not only don’t acknowledge
the changes, they would say that we
didn’t make the changes and then at-
tack the proposal and put forward ab-
solutely no policy of their own.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. GREGG. No, I won’t yield. I
think I have heard a significant
amount from the other side of the aisle
that has been irrelevant, inaccurate,
and incorrect. And yielding at this
time would limit my time.

The third item in this is the ability
of the Congress to reduce the deficit as
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a percentage of gross national product.
We know that if we don’t get the def-
icit down, our children are going to get
all these debts. So what we put in a
place as a mechanism that says essen-
tially the deficit, as a percentage of
gross national product, shall be re-
duced as a percentage of gross national
product every year until we get to a
balanced budget, essentially a balanced
budget by the year 2012, and if we don’t
hit those deficit targets—and they are
fairly reasonable because actually the
next 2-year targets we have already hit
or we will hit under present projec-
tions, so this doesn’t even Kkick in, and
it doesn’t look like it is going to kick
in because it looks like we will get to
a balanced budget—should we not con-
tinue on that path, then what will hap-
pen is there will be a reconciliation in-
struction because we know that 60 per-
cent of all spending around here goes
to mandatory accounts. We will say to
the mandatory account committees:
Reconcile your accounts so that they
can be brought into line with these
projections for the deficit to head to
Zero.

What does that mean? That means
that there will be policy changes which
will allow savings to occur. I presume
those policy changes, to the extent
they affect entitlement programs such
as Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid, will tie into the Entitlement
Commission report. Should those two
mechanisms which force policy to be
addressed not be accomplished, then
you go to a sequester on entitlement
mandatory spending, something that
has never happened around here. And I
don’t expect it would ever happen be-
cause one presumes responsible people
would want to make the policy changes
to get to the targets rather than allow
it to happen automatically.

So where is the irresponsibility here?
Well, the irresponsibility is on the
other side of the aisle, which has bur-
ied its head in the sand of obstruc-
tionism because it wants to take power
around here. It feels that if it doesn’t
do anything, if nothing is done around
here, then outrage will occur and peo-
ple will vote them into power. How
cynical is that approach to govern-
ance?

I have said I am willing to adjust
this. In fact, on the Commission, the
Senator from North Dakota suggested
that we change the makeup and make
it all Members of Congress versus out-
side individuals. I am amenable to
that. If he wants to bring that amend-
ment forward, fine. The Senator from
North Dakota at the markup said: It
doesn’t consider tax increases. Actu-
ally, the Commission can consider tax
increases. But I said: Let’s take it to
the floor and discuss the issue of pay-
go or tax-go, as I would call it, which
is the only proposal from the other side
of the aisle, to raise taxes. But no, the
response is: This is going to savage So-
cial Security. This is going to under-
mine Social Security. This is going to
privatize Social Security—all the
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words the pollsters have told them to
use to try to get reelected.

I will tell you what is going to savage
Social Security. It is going to be my
generation retiring and demanding the
benefits that they have been paying for
all of our working life and having our
children have to pay for those benefits.
Our children are going to get up in
arms and say: We would like to buy a
house. We would like to send our kids
to college. We would like to have the
good life you had, and we can’t afford
it because you put this huge tax burden
on us. Because you, during your term
of office, were unwilling to be respon-
sible and address these issues.

We have tried to be responsible. We
have tried to bring forward a package
which should be debated and which
should be effectively moved forward in
order to try to reverse the direction
which we are inevitably going toward,
which means if we stay on this course,
we will eliminate the capacity of our
children to look forward to the Govern-
ment. So we brought forward this
package which we call stop over-
spending. It may not have all the ele-
ments it needs. It clearly needs some
tweaking here and there. I don’t limit
that. But it should not be attacked in
the way that it has been attacked
through the demagoguery of Social Se-
curity’s bloody shirt being waved at it.

That is not responsible. That is not
governance. That is simply obstruc-
tionism for the sake of political gain.

At this point, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

———
STATE OF THE ECONOMY

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, yes-
terday, in the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, we heard from the chairman of
the President’s Council of Economic
Advisers. As often happens in that
committee, there were a number of
issues raised. I would like to take the
floor simply to clarify where we really
are with respect to the economy. There
are so many things being said in this
election period about the economy that
it is always nice to reflect on what the
late Senator Moynihan used to say:

Everyone is entitled to his own opinion,
but not to his own facts.

Let’s spend a little time talking
about the facts and understand where
the economy is. With a series of charts,
I will try to do it as quickly as I can,
with an understanding of where the
economy currently is.

This first chart demonstrates eco-
nomic growth as measured by GDP,
gross domestic product. The bars on
the chart represent quarters. The quar-
ters with positive GDP growth are rep-
resented by blue bars. Quarters with
declines in GDP are represented by red
bars. If you will notice here in the be-
ginning of 2000, the economy started to
shrink—that which we refer to as the
recent recession which began in 2000.
These are the quarters in which that
happened. We got a recovery starting
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in the fourth quarter of 2001, but as
these bars above the zero line dem-
onstrate, the recovery was pretty ane-
mic. Not much happened for a little
over a year, as the recovery did not get
traction. The recovery took off in the
second quarter of 2003. That happens to
be the time that we passed tax relief.
Economists will argue as to whether
the tax relief that was passed at that
time is responsible for the recovery,
but as they say in Manhattan, ‘‘it
couldn’t hurt,” because the tax relief
was passed there, and we see the strong
economic growth that has occurred
ever since the second quarter of 2003.

Let’s go to the next chart. There was
talk that, well, we may be in recovery,
but we are not getting any jobs; this is
a jobless recovery. Where are the jobs?
This chart demonstrates that, indeed,
that is correct. Starting in 2000, the
jobs started to disappear, and we had a
long period that went on where the job
base was shrinking in this country. In
2003, that turned around, and we start-
ed to see strong job creation since the
second quarter of 2003. Once again, that
is the quarter where we passed tax re-
lief. Did the tax relief cause the job re-
covery? Nobody can prove that it did or
it didn’t. Once again, it didn’t hurt.

Now we go to the question of business
investment. The recession, once again,
started in 2000. Business investment
went into negative territory all
through 2001, 2002, and then, in the
third quarter of 2003, after we passed
tax relief, business investment picked
up. All of these things started going up
after this one event of the passage of
tax relief. Did the tax relief cause the
business investment to go up? No one
knows, but once again, it couldn’t hurt.

All right. With those facts before us,
and they are indisputable, we now hear
the argument: Yes, maybe the GDP
growth is occurring; yes, maybe the
jobs have come back; yes, maybe busi-
ness investment has come back. But
the big problem is that real wages are
down; because productivity has gone
up, real wages have gone down.

Here is a historic demonstration of
the tie between productivity and real
wages. This goes back to 1950. The blue
line on the chart is productivity
growth; the red line is growth in real
compensation including benefits. The
two grow together. The outstanding in-
crease in productivity we have had
since 2003 has not produced a lowering
of real compensation to workers. The
best thing that can happen for real
wages, historically, is for productivity
to go up. So those who are bemoaning
the increase in productivity, saying,
yes, but real wages are down, are ignor-
ing 50 years of history and the current
facts.

We are told that the wages people
take home are down; the wages people
have in their pocketbooks are down in
this recovery. Here on this chart, from
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, is the
evidence of what is happening to real
hourly wage growth. We can see that,
in previous recessions, every time
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there was a recession, real wage growth
went down; recession, real wage growth
went down; recession, real wage growth
went down. In this recession, real wage
growth did not go down as much as it
historically has; real wages stayed
higher than they have been in the past.

During this period of recovery, it
looks like—yes, that argument has
merit—real wages are going down.
However, one of the things we have to
recognize is that this chart does not in-
clude benefits. When you add benefits
to wages and get the total compensa-
tion that goes into someone’s pocket,
the picture changes. Consider the next
chart. Again, the dark blue line on the
chart is productivity, and it shows that
employee compensation in total in a
recession goes down as productivity
goes up. It goes down as productivity
goes up. It goes down as productivity
goes up. It goes down as productivity
goes up. And then, when the recovery
takes hold, real compensation comes
back up above the line.

Here are the facts. Taking this as the
line between growth and shrinkage,
real employee compensation, including
benefits, has been in positive territory.
It went below that, just as it has in
every previous recession, but when the
recovery took hold, employee com-
pensation has gone into positive terri-
tory and come back up to join produc-
tivity, just as it has done historically.

Where do we get these arguments
that real wages are going down? It is
the difference between the two charts.
The difference is that one chart looks
at wages only, and ignores benefits.
The other shows total worker com-
pensation that includes wages and sala-
ries, but also benefits workers receive.
Now we can consider some statistics
that I hope make the importance of the
distinction between wages only and
wages plus benefits very clear. The em-
ployment cost index data shown in the
final chart shows that in the 1980s, real
compensation growth grew at a 0.82
percent rate. In the 1990s, coming after
the recession—we have taken the reces-
sion out of this—the period of growth
during the Clinton administration
stayed at virtually the same level. But
from 2001 to the present, it is much
stronger, at 1.11 percent.

How can that be, given the rhetoric
we have heard? Well, if you go to the
salary growth, take out the benefits,
you find that portion of that wage and
salary growth was 0.46 in the 1980s. It
was 0.82 percent in the 1990s. It was
only 0.39 since the beginning of 2001.
This is the number which is being fo-
cused on as a demonstration of the fact
that people’s wages are not that good.
But when you look at the benefits
growth, you find that benefits grew in
the 1980s at 1.76 percent. In the 1990s, at
0.73 percent growth, there was very
anemic benefit growth. That is why
this number is so close to this number,
because the benefit growth actually
pulled this number down. But when you
get to what has happened from the be-
ginning of 2001 to now, people are con-
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tracting for more benefits. The benefit
growth is extremely strong, which is
why real compensation is stronger in
the post-2000 period than it was in ei-
ther of the previous two decades—not a
bad economic record since the year 2000
and the recession we had.

I have more to say on this, but I rec-
ognize that other Senators wish to
speak, so I will conclude here. I wish to
make it clear that the facts dem-
onstrate that we have a strong econ-
omy currently going, and the facts
demonstrate that real compensation is
keeping up with it. Productivity is
going up at an accelerated rate, and
real compensation is also going up at
an accelerated rate. We should be
proud of what we have accomplished
since coming out of the recession of
2000.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, can you
tell me what the order before the Sen-
ate is at this moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 2 minutes remaining in
morning business.

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
LIEBERMAN and I be recognized for 30
minutes equally divided, but that prior
to that recognition, my colleague from
South Dakota be recognized for not to
exceed 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I will
not object, but I ask to be recognized
for 10 minutes after the Senator from
South Dakota, and I believe the Sen-
ator from North Dakota will be seeking
recognition for 20 minutes. I don’t
know when Senator LIEBERMAN is ar-
riving. Would it be appropriate now to
lock in these three requests—10 min-
utes for the Senator from South Da-
kota, 10 minutes for myself, and 20
minutes for the Senator from North
Dakota?

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I know
of no objection to that request. I would
not object.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I make a
unanimous consent request that the
Senator from South Dakota be recog-
nized for 10 minutes, I be recognized for
10 minutes, followed by the Senator
from North Dakota for 20 minutes, and
the Senators from Maine and Con-
necticut be recognized for 30 minutes.

Ms. COLLINS. If the Senator will
withhold, I will object to that because
the Senator from Connecticut and I
had been planning to speak at 11:30. So
what I would suggest, if it would be ac-
ceptable to the Senator from Illinois,
is that the Senator from Connecticut
and I would cut our time from 30 min-
utes to 20 minutes but proceed imme-
diately before the other Members are
recognized. Would that be acceptable
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to the Senator from Illinois, since we
were here first?

Mr. DURBIN. The Senator from
Maine is so persuasive. I don’t know if
the Senator from South Dakota still
wants recognition.

Mr. THUNE. Yes.

Mr. DURBIN. So I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from South
Dakota be recognized for 10 minutes,
the Senators from Connecticut and
Maine for 20 minutes combined, and
then the Senator from North Dakota
and myself for 30 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from South Dakota is
recognized.

———

THE WAR ON TERROR

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I rise to
speak today about one of the great
issues that faces us in this era, the war
on terror. I rise to speak in support of
the efforts being undertaken by our
soldiers in Iraq. I consider my place on
the Armed Services Committee to be
an honor and a privilege. American sol-
diers are deployed the world over, and
it is my duty to serve and to support
them.

Today, our country is at war against
an ideology of hate and oppression that
has turned a peaceful religion into a
platform for war. Our soldiers have
faced such adversities throughout our
history and defeated them. That is why
yesterday I voted in favor of a con-
stitutional amendment to protect the
flag, which represents what our sol-
diers have always fought for.

The fight to combat Islamic fascism
has not ended. Our soldiers, alongside
Iraqi security forces, are fighting
against the enemies of a free Irag—en-
emies like Zargqawi, who made war on
Americans and Iraqis alike. Zargawi
butchered innocent Iraqgis in the
streets with the hopes that he could in-
timidate them into submission or
spark a civil war where his ideology of
hatred could live. Zarqgawi was wrong,
and now he is dead.

Further, today we have reports that
Iraqi security forces arrested a key al-
Qaida figure who was involved in the
destruction of the golden al-Askariya
Mosque. Moreover, the Iraqgis have not
abandoned hope and neither should we.
To the contrary, Iraqi and American
forces are working together to bring a
fledgling democracy into maturity.
Iraqis are risking their lives so that
their future generations can enjoy the
freedoms of liberty.

While the Iraqis work toward unity,
the U.S. Congress seems to be heading
toward disunity. I am concerned over
the increasingly visceral, unobjective,
and unconstructive rhetoric launched
by some on the other side regarding
the global war on terrorism. I tried to
remain silent on this matter waiting
for the Democratic leadership to offer
a constructive plan or enter into a con-
structive dialog. Unfortunately, nei-
ther of these things has happened.



S6606

To date, the Democratic plan for
dealing with Iraq and the war on terror
consists of simply quitting as soon as
possible and launching a campaign of
personal and negative attacks on the
President and his administration. I
suppose as we enter the beginning of an
election year, the rhetoric will only get
worse, and the issue will become more
polarized.

The unfortunate victims of this
Democratic charade are not the Amer-
ican people but the American soldier.
Day after day, our soldiers see and hear
people in this Chamber hammering
away at the point that we are losing
the war in Iraq, that Iraq is a lost
cause or that this is a winless war,
while all the time hiding behind the in-
consistent mantra of opposing the war
but supporting the soldiers. After vis-
iting soldiers in both Iraq and Walter
Reed Hospital, I am confident that for
American soldiers there is no
unwinnable war.

That is why I voted against Demo-
cratic amendments calling for troop
withdrawals or artificial timelines. I
believe the troops in Iraq are doing the
work we have asked them to do, and
that if we focus right now on artificial
timelines, we will be doing them a
grave disservice. I believe the calls
that have come out of here are wrong
for a couple of reasons.

First of all, they violate the spirit of
the separation of powers doctrine that
interferes with the President’s ability
to act as Commander in Chief.

Second, I think they turn what
should be battlefield decisions into de-
cisions made by politicians. Our com-
manders should make troop need deci-

sions based on conditions on the
ground.
The ‘‘long war,” as referenced by

President Bush and also by Osama bin
Laden, is not a war for Iraq, it is a war
for hope, compassion, Kindness, and a
restoration of freedom to people the
world over.

Now is not the time to send a mes-
sage to Islamic fascists that they have
won and we are pulling out because
America has lost its resolve.

It is important to spur the Iraqis on,
but we cannot force them to try and es-
tablish a working democracy by
threatening to leave.

Since March of 2003, when American
troops entered Iraq, there has been a
great deal of advancement. While some
on the other side take every oppor-
tunity to point out flaws and failures,
I would like to point out that in Janu-
ary of 2005, 8 million Iraqis voted for a
Transnational National Assembly, and
in August Iraqi assemblymen presented
a Constitution to their countrymen. In
October, 80 percent of the people voted
to ratify that new Constitution, taking
their first steps to create a permanent
government.

The people of Iraq have not under-
taken this path to freedom without
danger. They risk their lives standing
in lines at voting booths and recruiting
stations. Iraqis do these things because
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they know that they are taking the
necessary steps which will govern their
future.

While there have been positive ad-
vancements regarding the Government,
the private sector has also seen im-
provements as well. There is much
work to be done here. I will not stand
before the Senate and state otherwise.
However, the road to progress in Iraq is
paved with growth. Oil production has
increased from 1.5 million barrels per
day to 2.25 million barrels per day.
Electricity is also growing. U.S.-funded
programs have added 2,700 megawatts
to the national grid. It is clear that we
need to inspire more Iraqi involve-
ment, but that is not a farflung goal.

Since April 2003, 30,000 new busi-
nesses have started in Iraq, and their
stock market is trading over $100 mil-
lion per day.

I am very proud of what American
soldiers have done in Iraq, and I believe
more needs to be done. Every day we
help Iraq move to a permanent govern-
ment is another day we help Iraq be-
come stable and no longer in need of
America’s servicemen. I will not aban-
don the idea that a free Iraq can be
achieved or allow my actions to be gov-
erned by opinion polls or popularity
contests.

It is not just Iraq that we are talking
about, it is about the global war on ter-
ror and American security. Whether we
want to acknowledge it or not, Iraq has
become the front line in the war on ter-
ror, and those terrorists who are
pinned down in Iraq are not planning
and launching attacks against the
United States.

In fighting and winning the war on
terror, ‘‘eternal vigilance’ is the oper-
ative phrase. Thomas Jefferson said:
“The price of freedom is eternal vigi-
lance.”

Irrespective of how or under what
circumstances we got there, we must
now complete the mission. We must
win. Failure means relegating future
generations to a world of terror and
fear where thugs and rogues rule and
where freedom, as we know it, becomes
a thing of the past.

The global war on terror is about not
only bringing stability and freedom
and democracy to that region of the
world, it is also about ensuring that
Americans can live in peace and secu-
rity in the future. Every single day
that our brave and courageous men and
women are taking the fight to the ter-
rorists in Iraq, it means we are not
fighting them on American soil.

So I rise today again to congratulate
and thank those brave men and women
who are carrying freedom’s torch in
Iraq and doing the heavy lifting that is
necessary to keep this country safe and
secure for the future.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would
like to amend my earlier unanimous
consent request to add the following:
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That after I have spoken for 10 minutes
and Senator CONRAD has been recog-
nized for 20 minutes, the Senator from
Colorado, Mr. SALAZAR, be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. LIEBERMAN and
Ms. COLLINS pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. 3595 are printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.”’)

(The remarks of Mr. DURBIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 3588
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

——————

THE BUDGET

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I
came to the floor a few minutes ago
when Senator GREGG from New Hamp-
shire was here. Senator GREGG is the
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. I listened carefully as he
talked about a plan to reform budg-
eting in America. The first thing I can
recall was the phrase often used by a
friend of mine who serves in the House
of Representatives, Congressman DAVE
OBEY of Wisconsin, who frequently
chides Members of Congress from both
sides of the aisle for ‘“‘posing for holy
pictures.”

I thought to myself, how interesting
it is to hear the chairman of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee coming to the
floor preaching for dramatic reform
when it comes to budgeting. If one
were not aware of the history of budg-
eting under this administration and
under Republican leadership in Con-
gress, you might be able to sell this
story. But it is hard to sell when you
look at facts.

When President Bush took office, he
inherited a surplus. It was one of the
first surpluses in the Federal budget in
decades. It was the result of President
Clinton increasing taxes and cutting
spending, determined to reduce the def-
icit.

We reached the point where we had
surpluses that were being generated so
they could pay down the debt to the
Social Security trust fund, give it
longer life, make certain that we were
moving toward a fiscally sound future.
President Bush inherited a Federal
budget surplus. He also inherited a na-
tional debt of $5.3 trillion.

Now where are we today, almost 6
years into the Bush-Cheney adminis-
tration? The national debt in America
has risen under the Bush-Cheney ad-
ministration from $5.3 trillion to al-
most $9 trillion. In 6 years, it is a dra-
matic increase. During that 6-year pe-
riod of time this administration, with a
Republican Congress, has consistently
given us deficit after deficit after def-
icit, digging the hole deeper and deep-
er.

So when you take a look at the situa-
tion, you say, clearly, the Democrats
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must be at fault in this situation. But
with the exception of 1 year, these were
Republican Congresses generating the
spending bills. So how many spending
bills from Congress did President Bush
veto in the 6 years he has been Presi-
dent of the United States? How many
times did he say no to overspending by
Congress? How many times did he use
his Presidential veto pen denying ear-
marks by Congress? None. Not one.
Zero. In 6 years, never. This President
has never used his veto pen to stop
spending by this Republican Congress,
not one time.

Now comes these Republican leaders,
and they say the problem isn’t dis-
cipline. The problem isn’t the Presi-
dent’s veto. We have to reform the sys-
tem. Now they are talking about this
elaborate reform of the system.

If you are a student of political his-
tory, you have seen this before. When
President Reagan’s administration
brought us the biggest deficits in the
history of the United States, those who
were responsible for the deficits were
quick to the floor of the Senate, plead-
ing for an amendment to the Constitu-
tion, a balanced budget amendment to
save them from themselves. It did not
pass, and it should not have passed be-
cause, as President Clinton dem-
onstrated over 8 years, it isn’t a matter
of a weakness in our Constitution. It
was a weakness of political will by the
Republican side.

If you will take control of this econ-
omy and of this budget, you can truly
reduce deficits and create a surplus.
That isn’t just a promise, it was a fact
under the Clinton administration and
evidence of failure in the Bush admin-
istration they have not come close to a
surplus in any year. Now, as we face
these record deficits and record debt
for America, what do we hear from the
Republican side of the aisle? It isn’t
our fault. We have to change the sys-
tem.

No, you don’t. The system worked
under a Democratic President. The sys-
tem worked to generate a surplus. Now
to have them come as political sinners
posing for holy pictures when it comes
to balancing the budget is a very thin
charade that most Americans will see
through.

We understand what this is all about.
It was not that long ago that President
Bush decided to privatize Social Secu-
rity. It was an idea that flopped across
America. The President took his road
show out, and every time he made a
speech about privatizing Social Secu-
rity, the popularity of the idea plum-
meted. Finally, he gave up on it, as he
should have. It is a bad idea to cut
back on the cost-of-living adjustments
that people living under Social Secu-
rity count on. It is a bad idea to take
money out of the Social Security sys-
tem, when we know we have made
promises to future generations that
must be kept. And it is a fact that the
Social Security Administration un-
touched will be able to promise pay-
ments every year, with COLAs,
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through 2030. It is a strong system. We
can make it stronger, but privatizing
Social Security is the wrong way to go.

I urge my colleagues, when Senator
GREGG and Republicans come forward
with this so-called line-item veto, look
closely. Line-item veto is the privat-
ization of Social Security. America re-
jected it once. We need to reject it
again.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
come to the floor to respond to com-
ments that were made by the chairman
of the Budget Committee moments go,
that I don’t think, if he were to have a
chance to review what he said, would
be what he intends to convey.

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee moments ago said that our side
did not offer alternatives to the pro-
posal that he was making to get our
deficit and debt under control. The
Senator knows that is not true. That is
not accurate. That is not even close to
being accurate.

Let me indicate that I have great re-
spect for the chairman of the Budget
Committee. He and I have a very good
working relationship, although we dis-
agree on some issues. We have, I have
always felt, a respect between us. But
for him to say we did not offer an alter-
native is not true. I think, on reflec-
tion, he would acknowledge that is not
the case.

In fact, the record of the committee
shows very clearly that we offered a
comprehensive alternative to the one
he was offering. In fact, he said pub-
licly he appreciated the fact that I of-
fered a comprehensive alternative.

Let’s get straight, on a factual basis,
what occurred in the Budget Com-
mittee. Here is the alternative I of-
fered. It is an 1l-point plan that in-
volves a fully comprehensive approach
to the explosion of deficits and debt.
What was our alternative?

No. 1, we restored a strong Senate
pay-go rule and statutory pay-go en-
forced with sequestration.

That is a lot of big words. The basic
notion is pay-go. What is pay-go? Pay-
go simply says, if you want to have
more spending, you have to pay for it.
If you want to have more tax cuts, you
have to pay for them. This is a dis-
cipline we had in the 1990s that worked
extremely well. Virtually every budget
observer of either side said pay-go was
an essential part of restoring budget
discipline.

The second part of our proposal was
to allow reconciliation—a special fast-
track procedure in the Senate—for def-
icit reduction only. That was the in-
tention of reconciliation when it was
put in place. Unfortunately, in the last
5 years, reconciliation has been used
not to reduce the deficit but to in-
crease it. That was never the intent of
reconciliation, to provide special fast-
track procedures, limited debate, lim-
ited amendments. That was approved
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for one reason only, to reduce the def-
icit. We ought to go back to that plan.

Third, we suggest the budget ought
to budget for the war instead of coming
forward with these supplemental ap-
propriations bills with tens of billions
of dollars not part of the budget. We
are over 3 years into this war. The
President needs to be budgeting for the
war.

Fourth, we reaffirmed the protec-
tions for Social Security—they exist in
current law—ensuring its off-budget
status so Social Security funds aren’t
pooled with all the other funds to dis-
guise from the American people the se-
riousness of our fiscal condition. And
to prohibit fast-track changes to Social
Security—again, special rules that are
outside the normal rules of the Senate
that could lead to a shredding of Social
Security and Medicare with very little
debate and with virtually no amend-
ments. I will get into that in a mo-
ment.

We also have a ‘‘save Social Security
first” provision in our plan, a 60-vote
point of order against any new spend-
ing or new tax cuts that increase the
deficit until the 75-year Social Secu-
rity solvency is restored.

We also restore for 2006 the 60-vote
point of order against considering tax
cuts or new spending or debt limit leg-
islation without a new budget resolu-
tion.

It is amazing, but our colleagues on
the other side last year put in place
new spending caps as part of the plan
that the chairman of the committee
presented moments ago. Last year they
put in place spending caps for 2006,
2007, 2008. Two weeks ago, when we
passed the supplemental, they wiped
them out. So when the Senator sug-
gests that is the answer to our prob-
lems—no, it is not the answer to our
problems. No process is the answer to
our problems, unless there is the will
to actually do the job of reducing defi-
cits and debt. No process is going to
solve the problem.

That is made clear by what happened
two weeks ago. Again, I say to my col-
leagues, the Senator comes forward
with a whole new package of spending
caps—fine. Good. I am for spending
caps—but spending caps that are en-
forceable and real, that aren’t waived
the next year when they start to pinch.
That is what our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle did week before
last. Now they come with a new pack-
age of spending caps and say that’s the
answer? Wait a minute. Two weeks ago
they undid the spending caps they put
in place last year. Last year they put
in spending caps for 2006, 2007, 2008.
Then they come week before last in the
supplemental appropriations bill and
eliminate them.

Last year they put in place a budget
point of order that says you can’t have
more tax cuts or more spending or
more debt if you don’t have a budget.
Guess what they did two weeks ago—
they waived it. They said: Well, we
weren’t really serious about what we
did last year. Forget it.
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Forget it. Forget the spending caps
we put in place last year. Forget the
budget point of order we put in place
last year. Forget it.

Now what is their answer? Now they
are under pressure in an election year.
They come out with this ‘‘stop over-
spending” plan that rehashes a bunch
of the tired old things that haven’t
worked in the past and that they paid
no attention to when they did put them
in place.

We restore that 60-vote point of order
they just waived. We also allow Con-
gress to strip earmarks in other items
inserted in the conference reports.

There is abuse going on in the Con-
gress, and everybody knows it. Matters
that are never considered in the Senate
or the House are inserted in the con-
ference committee in the dead of night,
behind closed doors, and come out here
with a straight up-or-down vote. That
shouldn’t be permitted.

We require a 48-hour layoff period
and a Congressional Budget Office
score of conference reports because all
too often that has been abused. We are
presented with a 600- or 700- or 800-page
bill nobody has ever read, and nobody
has any idea what is in it. And we are
told to vote in a matter of hours. No.
We ought to have 48 hours to study
what is out here, and we ought to have
a CBO score of any legislation that is
considered so we know what it costs
and so we know what is in it.

In addition, we require the Congres-
sional Budget Office and the Joint
Committee on Tax to score longer term
revenue and outlays for us to enforce
the Byrd Rule for reconciliation and to
show fully phased-in 10-year cost of
legislation.

Once again, what is happening is col-
leagues are coming and they are pre-
senting the b5-year cost of something,
when they know that right behind the
5-year window the cost explodes. That
is true of tax cut proposals and spend-
ing proposals. And we need to put a
stop to it.

Also, in my proposal we enforce the
discretionary spending limits. We en-
force spending caps that in conjunction
with pay-go have been effective in the
past. And we initiate a real bipartisan
effort to reduce the deficit with the
President and with lawmakers.

Here is the reality. This budget situ-
ation has gone totally red. These are
the biggest deficits in the history of
the country in the last 4 years.

Even more serious than the deficit is
the growth of the debt.

Here is what has happened to the
debt. After the first year of this Presi-
dent, the debt of the country was $5.8
trillion. The chairman of the Budget
Committee told us in committee we
wouldn’t have a budget this year.
There won’t be a budget at all.

But if either the budget proposal that
cleared the Senate and the separate
one that cleared the House were adopt-
ed, here is what would happen to the
debt by 2011. It would be up to almost
$12 trillion. The consequences of all of
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this are that our debt is exploding and
our debt held by foreigners is explod-
ing.

This chart shows that it took 42
Presidents 224 years to run up $1 tril-
lion of our debt held abroad; that is,
debt held by foreigners. It took 42
Presidents 224 years to run up more
than $1 trillion in U.S. debt held by for-
eigners.

This President has more than dou-
bled that amount in just 5 years.

This is an utterly unsustainable
course. It is why I agreed with part of
the chairman’s message that we are on
an unsustainable course, and we need
to address this. But we need to do it in
a bipartisan way. That is the great
flaw in what the Senator has proposed.

Here is what has happened, a con-
sequence of these massive deficits—
both the trade and budget deficits.

We now owe Japan over $600 billion.
We owe the Chinese over $300 billion.
We even owe Mexico now over $40 bil-
lion. Who would have believed it?

What is perhaps most stunning is if
you look at the world’s biggest bor-
rowers, we are in the No. 1 position by
far. In the 1980s, we were the largest
creditor nation in the world. More
countries owed us money than any
other country in the world. We now
owe more money than any other coun-
try in the world and by a large margin.

If you look at all the money that is
available to borrow in the world, we
are borrowing about two-thirds of it.
We are borrowing 65 percent of the
money that is being borrowed by coun-
tries around the world. Our country
alone is borrowing 65 percent of the
money that is available to borrow. The
chairman came out. He has a program
he calls SOS, ‘‘stop the overspending.”
Who is overspending? His party is in
control. His party has had control for 6
yvears. They control the White House.
They control the House, and they con-
trol the Senate. There is not one dime
of this spending they are not respon-
sible for.

What has happened to spending?
Spending has gone up 40 percent while
they have had control—a 40-percent in-
crease in spending.

The chairman comes out with this
plan. He says stop overspending. But
look at it. A big part of this is these
spending caps. As I have indicated,
they put in spending caps last year,
which they threw in the ditch two
weeks ago.

They have more budget points of
order in their plan. They waived the
budget point of orders they put in place
last year. They did it week before last.

If you look at that specifics of the
proposal the chairman has made, he
goes back to the old Gramm-Rudman
approach of setting targets. The prob-
lem was it didn’t work then, and it is
unlikely to work now because all of
these targets can be gamed. That is
what happened under Gramm-Rudman.
They gamed them. So they meant
nothing.

Here is the dotted red line that shows
the first Gramm-Rudman targets. Then
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they changed them to this dotted red
line. But the black line shows what ac-
tually happened to the deficit. These
deficit targets didn’t come within hail-
ing distance of meeting these targets.
Why? Because they were gamed just
like they have gamed the spending caps
that they themselves put in place last
year when they started to pinch. They
eliminated them.

That is exactly what happened under
Gramm-Rudman.

It was gamed, and it meant nothing;
the great press releases, the sound and
the fury, signifying nothing.

This shows that the 1986 deficit, when
they started Gramm-Rudman, was $221
billion. In 1990, the last year of
Gramm-Rudman, the deficit was $221
billion. It was supposed to be zero.
They made no progress. It didn’t work.

The chairman comes out with a pack-
age that has Gramm-Rudman all over
it again. It doesn’t have pay-go;
wouldn’t want to do that. That worked.
So let us go back to something that
didn’t work and act as though we are
doing something when we are doing
nothing. The GAO has concluded that
Gramm-Rudman was ineffective.

Here is what they said:

GAO has criticized Gramm-Rudman proce-
dures for leading not to meaningful deficit
reduction but rather to a whole generation
of off-budget and other misleading practices
that hid the true magnitude of the deficit
problem.

When even these practices failed to avoid
sequestration, the deficit targets were sim-
ply revised and the date for achieving a bal-
anced budget was postponed. Thus, instead of
the government reaching a balanced budget
in FY 1991, the original Gramm-Rudman tar-
get, the deficit reached record levels.

I appreciate the chairman’s good in-
tentions. I do believe he wants to do
something about these deficits and
debt. But the package he has come up
with is not going to do the job.

That is why we objected. That is why
we offered an entire alternative.

Former Senator Hollings, was one of
the original architects of Gramm-Rud-
man, said this:

Instead of using Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
to cut back some $35 billion in spending each
year, we were using it as a cover to increase
spending $35 billion each and every year. So
I said, Give me a divorce from that. I don’t
want my name connected with it.

The chairman’s package also includes
a biennial budget. Instead of budgeting
every year, budget every 2 years. 1
guess we are not going to even have a
budget this year. So maybe we are on a
biennial budget without it even being
in the law.

Can you think of any single major or-
ganization that just budgets every
other year? What a bizarre idea. We are
paying little attention to the budget.
So the idea from the other side is let us
pay even less attention. That is a good
idea.

It takes words away from me. To
have the idea that because we are not
being successful in managing our fiscal
affairs, the answer is we only budget
every 2 years.
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That would simply lead to more sup-
plemental spending.

While the President is calling for a
biennial budget, and his budget for
20062007 failed to provide a discre-
tionary spending policy beyond the
first year.

For the first time since 1989, this
President, when he put out his budget,
only gave 1 year of detail. Always be-
fore they had given 5 years.

Why it makes any sense to go to 2-
year budgeting is beyond me.

In addition, they have proposed a
line-item veto, even though the Su-
preme Court said it is unconstitu-
tional. In this package, they come with
line-item veto again. But they have
done it in a way that requires our col-
leagues’ attention. They have done it
with no opportunity to amend or to
have extended debate on the proposed
line-item veto target.

They also allow the President to can-
cel new mandatory spending proposals,
such as those dealing with Social Secu-

rity, Medicare, veterans, and agri-
culture.
That is an extraordinary grant of
power.

What if we had a bipartisan agree-
ment to deal with the long-term chal-
lenges of Medicare and Social Security,
and then the President would be given
the power, under this act, to go undo it
based on what he wanted to do, forget
about the bipartisan negotiations? No,
that can’t be the way we do business
around here. We truly need, on a bipar-
tisan basis, to get together and deal
with our massive deficits and debt. We
can’t engage in a negotiation, a de-
tailed, difficult negotiation and then
have the President, on his own author-
ity, be able to undo the very agree-
ments we have reached. What earthly
sense does that make? How could we
possibly have a negotiation under
those terms?

The CBO Director believes the line-
item veto was unlikely to greatly af-
fect the bottom line. He said:

Such tools cannot establish fiscal dis-
cipline unless there is a political consensus
to do so. In the absence of that consensus,
proposed changes are unlikely to greatly af-
fect the budget’s bottom line.

He is right. No President needs the
line-item veto.

This is from the Roanoke Times in
Virginia. They said:

The President already has the only tool he
needs, the veto. That Bush has declined to
challenge Congress in 5-plus years is his
choice. The White House no doubt sees reviv-
ing this debate as means of distracting peo-
ple from the missteps, miscalculations,
mistruths and mistakes that have dogged
Bush and sent his approval rating south. The
current problems are not systemic. They are
ideological. A line-item veto will not magi-
cally grant lawmakers and the President fis-
cal discipline.

They are not alone in that view.

Here is a conservative columnist,
George Will, who believes the line-item
veto will shift too much power to the
executive branch. He said:

It would aggravate the imbalance in our
constitutional system that has been growing
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for seven decades. The expansion of execu-
tive power at the expense of the legislature.

An American Enterprise Institute
scholar calls the line- item veto pro-
posal ‘“‘shameful.”

Shameful. The larger reality is this line-
item veto proposal gives the President a
great additional mischief-making capability,
to pluck out items to punish lawmakers he
doesn’t like, or to threaten individual law-
makers to get votes on other things without
having any noticeable impact on budget
growth or restraint.

He went on to say this:

More broadly, it simply shows the lack of
institutional integrity and patriotism by the
majority in Congress. They have lots of ways
to put the responsibility on budget restraint
where it belongs, on themselves. Instead,
they willingly—even eagerly—try to turn
their most basic power over to the President.
Shameful. Just shameful.

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee indicated he has changed his
proposal so the Commission on Social
Security and Medicare would require a
60-vote majority in the Senate. That is
true. His original proposal did not do
that. His original proposal had a simple
majority being able to pass whatever a
commission sent back.

What is wrong with the commission
proposal he has left us with? What is
wrong is, this proposal comes to us on
a fast-track basis. In fact, the way it is
designed, you could have a cir-
cumstance in which no amendments
are permitted. I hope my colleagues
are listening. They want to adopt a
commission process that would permit
the following: The commission, which
has a majority of Republicans, says we
want to cut Social Security 50 percent,
comes up here to the Senate, the ma-
jority leader gets recognition, which he
has the right to do under Senate rules,
puts in an amendment, offers a quorum
call, goes into a quorum call for 50
hours, with no amendments, no debate,
and at the end of the 50 hours, we vote
on the commission proposal. That is at
the heart of what is wrong with what
the chairman proposed. That is a com-
pletely unacceptable procedure.

We are not going to have a cir-
cumstance in which the future of So-
cial Security and Medicare could be de-
termined in the Senate under fast-
track procedures that deny Senators a
chance to amend or debate what comes
from an unelected, unaccountable com-
mission. Is that what we have come to
in this country? I don’t think so. This
is not some dictatorship where things
come up here and Senators could be
precluded from their right to amend or
debate. That is the genius of the Sen-
ate.

Under the chairman’s proposal, that
is exactly what could happen. He says
no majority leader would ever do that.
Maybe not. Maybe what they would do,
using that power, is say: There can
only be five amendments, or I will use
my power to preclude all amendments.

Have we ever seen a majority leader
do that? Yes, I have been here. I have
seen it.

I say, as one Member, I will never,
ever, go along with something that
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would be so consequential, determine
the future of Social Security, the fu-
ture of Medicare, and set up a cir-
cumstance in which no Senator could
offer an amendment except the major-
ity leader of the Senate. That looks
like not just a fast-track process, that
looks like a bum’s rush.

The Senator gets a big push back
from our side, you bet. He will get a
real big push back because we are not
going to agree to that. That is radical.
That is reckless. We are not going to
go along with that. The Senator can
say it can never happen, but we all
know it could happen.

I respect the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget. I like him. We
work together well. When he came out
here and said we offered no alter-
natives, that is flatly untrue. We gave
a detailed, comprehensive alternative
which he praised publicly in the com-
mittee. To come to the Senate and say
we offered no alternative is just not
true. He knows it; I know it. The
record shows it.

I am quite certain the Senator was
exercised and upset and probably mis-
spoke. I hope he corrects the record on
this question. It cannot stand. It does
not enhance this discussion or debate
for either side to say things that are
not accurate. He is upset that some of
our side apparently said the commis-
sion proposal would come up here on a
simple majority. That was his initial
proposal. Under my criticism of that
approach, he did alter that. But he still
left us with a fast-track process that
could preclude amendments and debate
on something as fundamental as the fu-
ture of Social Security and Medicare.
That is just not acceptable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

ENERGY

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, let
me first say my colleague from North
Dakota does an incredible job in terms
of leading our country with a voice
that stands for fiscal discipline. When
he talks about the mountain of debt
that we are continuing to build in this
country, and passing on that mountain
of debt to our children and our grand-
children, the American people deserve
more of this Congress and more of
Washington, DC, and more of this
President. I look forward to his con-
tinuing leadership on this issue to try
and bring about fiscal integrity and fis-
cal honesty to the United States of
America. The American people deserve
no less than that kind of candor and in-
tegrity from the Senate.

I rise today to talk about an urgent
issue which we all ought to be very
concerned about in the United States
of America. That is the issue of energy.
Last year, this Senate put together a
bipartisan template on the National
Energy Policy Act of 2005 which may
go down in our history as being one of
the most important achievements of
the 109th Congress. Notwithstanding



S6610

the fact that we put together energy
legislation that did some great things
for conservation, that stood out for re-
newable energy, that said that new
technologies were part of how we could
lock in the future of our Nation’s en-
ergy independence, we have had many
opportunities to move forward and to
continue to address the issue of energy.
Yet we have not done that as a Con-
gress nor as a Senate.

Six months of this year have already
passed. It has been 5 months since the
President of the United States, before
the American people, said that we were
addicted to foreign oil and we needed
to take aggressive steps to move for-
ward to get ourselves to energy inde-
pendence.

I had the honor of hosting the Presi-
dent at the National Renewable Energy
Lab in Golden, CO, and we looked at
the possibility of renewable energy.
Yet some 6 months after that January
speech, we still are here in this Senate
without having moved forward with
any significant kind of energy legisla-
tion. That is wrong. Part of the peo-
ple’s business, the highest priority, is
for us to look at this energy dilemma
we are facing in this country and to
embrace in a real, honest, and ethical
way the imperative that moves us to-
ward energy independence.

I will address part of what I think we
ought to be doing with our movement
toward energy independence in our
country today. The time to get serious
about growing our way to energy inde-
pendence is long overdue. If Brazil, a
Third World country, can do it, it is in-
excusable for the United States of
America, the strongest Nation on
Earth, to do otherwise.

Today in Brazil, ethanol substitutes
for 204,000 barrels of gasoline sold every
day. Over 40 percent of all the gasoline
that is sold nationally in Brazil comes
from ethanol, making that country en-
ergy independent today.

In the last couple of months, we have
had a lot of ideas discussed in this Sen-
ate and through multiple press con-
ferences about how we can ease the
pain at the pump for the American con-
sumers. We have heard ideas to give
$100 tax rebates. We heard ideas to cre-
ate a tax holiday for gas, to enact a
Federal gas price-gouging statute, to
reduce the number of fuels that are
currently on the market, to end roy-
alty relief, and on and on. There are
lots of ideas talked about that we
should give careful consideration.

We should also talk straight to the
American people. We are a nation that
relies on oil to power our economy. We
import almost 60 percent of our oil
from countries such as Saudi Arabia,
Nigeria, Iraq, and Venezuela. We are
hostage to a cartel of oil-producing
countries that decide how much oil will
reach the market at any given mo-
ment. Many Members of this cartel are
unfriendly to the United States. They
know how much power their oil has
over our national security.

The bottom line is that energy inde-
pendence is important to all of us in
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the 21st century if we are to achieve
national security.

Without a reliable and affordable
supply of homegrown energy, our de-
pendence on foreign oil will only con-
tinue to increase, further warping our
foreign policy and jeopardizing the sta-
bility of our economy. If we continue
at our current pace, in two decades we
will be importing 70 percent of our oil
from foreign countries. We cannot af-
ford to stay that course on our energy
policy.

Expanding our domestic production
of oil and gas is an important compo-
nent in our Nation’s movement toward
energy independence. We should con-
tinue to encourage the balanced devel-
opment of the resources that we have.
We should accelerate our development
of clean coal technologies to produce
clean-burning synfuel gases and jet
fuels from coal, an abundant domestic
resource. But none of the rhetoric can
change the fact that we just don’t have
enough petroleum resources in this
country to drill our way to energy
independence.

Today, we are the world’s third lead-
ing producer of oil, but our rate of oil
consumption—primarily for transpor-
tation—is almost three times our rate
of oil production. Furthermore, the sad
truth is that we only have 3 percent of
the world’s reserves in the United
States of America. That 3 percent in-
cludes the proven reserves in the State
of Alaska.

We ought to look at our renewable
energy future. If we make a dramatic,
perhaps even a revolutionary new com-
mitment to renewable energy, the fuel
grown in American fields can help
power our vehicle fleet. With a bold
new commitment, we can produce
enough fuel on our farm lands and
ranch lands to meet 25 percent of our
energy needs by the year 2025.

Farmers and ranchers and all of rural
America are rallying behind this cry
for a goal of ‘25 by 25.”” Our farmers are
growing corn, soybeans, and sunflowers
to be used for ethanol and biodiesel.
Ranchers are building windfarms and
using animal manure for power. Rural
business men and women are investing
in biorefineries. New jobs are springing
up in many places where they had no
jobs. Rural economies, long forgotten,
are starting to gather steam as part of
the renewable energy chapter opens in
America.

It is time for Congress as a whole to
embrace rural America’s vision for this
renewable energy future. Senator
CHUCK GRASSLEY and I have introduced
a resolution that would make ‘25 by
25’ our national goal.

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor
this resolution because producing 25
percent of our energy on agricultural
lands by 2025 is, in fact, a fully achiev-
able goal. We can do it. We can do it if
we get on task and we make a bipar-
tisan commitment to work toward this
goal. We should begin on this goal im-
mediately.

First, we should raise the renewable
fuel standards we set in last year’s En-
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ergy Policy Act. That goal, in law
today, is to produce 7.5 billion gallons
of renewable fuels by 2012. That goal is
far too modest. We will easily meet
this goal under current policies. Yet we
will not be putting enough renewable
fuels on the market to give consumers
a real choice or to make a real dent in
our oil dependence on foreign coun-
tries. We should increase this target so
we are producing 9 billion gallons of re-
newable fuel by 2012 and 30 billion gal-
lons of renewable fuel by the year 2025.

Second, we should extend the renew-
able energy production tax credit until
2012. The existing production tax credit
is now set to expire in 2007. That cre-
ates uncertainty for business people
and investors who want to invest in re-
newable energy.

We have legislation that I have intro-
duced, S. 1093, the Research and Devel-
opment Investment Act, which extends
the renewable energy production tax
credits through 2012, allowing more in-
vestment and quicker growth in the re-
newable energy market.

Next, we should pass S. 2025, the Ve-
hicle and Fuel Choices for American
Security Act. This is an important
piece of legislation with broad bipar-
tisan support. S. 2025 will essentially
do three simple but very important
conceptual things.

First, it will increase the amount of
biofuels we currently are producing in
America. Second, it will ensure there
are filling stations that are available
across the country that will provide al-
ternative fuels to give that choice to
the American consumer. And, third, it
will also help transform Detroit to em-
brace alternative fuel vehicle systems.

Right now, the United States con-
sumes around 20 million barrels of oil
every day. Twenty million barrels of
oil every day are consumed in America.
Two-thirds of those 20 million barrels a
day are consumed in our transpor-
tation system—by our cars and our
trucks—across this country. This is
alarming: The massive amount of oil
we are importing is barley enough to
cover the needs of the transportation
sector.

S. 2025 tackles this problem head on.
It brings more gallons of biofuels to
the market. It gives consumers access
to alternative fuels. It retools Amer-
ica’s vehicle fleet to run more effi-
ciently and to run on alternative fuels.
By passing S. 2025, we will give con-
sumers more choices of fuels and vehi-
cles, lower and stabilize the cost of
fuel, and reduce our reliance on foreign
oil.

This is not a Republican or Demo-
cratic agenda. This is an American
agenda. And this American agenda to-
ward energy independence is dem-
onstrated by the group of Senators who
are supporting S. 2025. They include
Senator BROWNBACK, Senator BAYH,
Senator GRAHAM, Senator CANTWELL,
Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator COLEMAN,
Senator DoODD, Senator BILL NELSON,
Senator ISAKSON, Senator KOHL, Sen-
ator LUGAR, Senator OBAMA, Senator
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SESSIONS, Senator CLINTON, Senator
CHAFEE, and others. We think this bill
is effective, and we would hope the
Senate can move forward and embrace
this bill and pass it so the President
can sign it yet this year.

What S. 2025 does, in more detail, is
it is aggressive in encouraging the in-
creased production of biofuels. It pro-
vides loan guarantees to farmer-owned
ethanol producers, to help them make
investments in renewable energy sys-
tems and infrastructure. It also in-
creases the ethanol infrastructure tax
credit that we passed last summer in
the Energy Policy Act so that credit is
set at 50 percent. This will lower the
startup costs for farmers and commu-
nities and businesspeople who want to
build a biorefinery or a processing
plant.

These producers will benefit from the
bill’s investments in biofuels research.
By doubling the funding for biofuels re-
search, S. 2025 will improve yields and
efficiencies and expand the range of
feedstocks that can be used for biofuels
production.

Secondly, S. 2025 helps reduce our
foreign oil dependency by giving con-
sumers access to alternative fuels at
filling stations. Currently, in the
United States, we have 5 million flexi-
ble fuel vehicles. These vehicles can
run on either gasoline or E-85, an 85-
percent ethanol-gasoline mix. We
today are adding about 1.5 million of
these flex-fuel vehicles to our national
fleet every year. The trouble is, as you
well know, there are only 485 filling
stations in the country that carry E-85.
There are only 485 filling stations
today in the country that carry E-85.
We have the technology on the road
that allows cars to run on biofuels, but
because consumers cannot pump E-85
fuel at their local filling station, we
are not taking full advantage of the
oil-saving rewards of the flex-fuel tech-
nology, which is now being deployed
into our national fleet.

S. 2025 would solve this problem. It
would solve this problem by helping to
build the pumps and filling station in-
frastructure needed to deliver biofuels
to consumers. The bill provides loan
guarantees and tax incentives to farm-
ers and business owners for the con-
struction of pump stations to dispense
fuels. It also uses CAFE penalties that
have already been collected by the
Government from foreign manufactur-
ers to expand funding for grants to fi-
nance alternative fueling infrastruc-
ture.

One of the DOE grantees from this
year alone, the National Ethanol Vehi-
cle Coalition, will be able to build 300
stations with its $2 million grant. With
at least 10 times the amount of that
funding available, we should be able to
equip at least 3,000 filling stations
across America with the infrastructure
that delivers biofuels to consumers
who are in search for these alternative
fuels.

The economic benefits of giving these
fuel choices to consumers are clear. If
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consumers can rely on filling their
tank with E-85 fuel wherever they go,
demand for the fuel and demand for
cars that run on E-85 will increase dra-
matically, cutting demand for petro-
leum-based fuel. Not only will this help
us deal with gas prices, but it will also
stabilize them. We can count on our
farmers to harvest their crops, but we
cannot count—we cannot count—on
Iran or the Middle East to sell us their
oil.

Finally, S. 2025 will help us retool
our national vehicle fleet. S. 2025 sets
goals for improving the efficiency of
our vehicle fleet and for getting more
advanced vehicles on the road. It sets
these goals and then helps manufactur-
ers retool their vehicle fleets to meet
them.

The bill sets targets for manufactur-
ers to produce alternative fuel vehi-
cles, plug-in hybrids, fuel cell vehicles,
flexible-fuel vehicles, and other tech-
nologies which can run on regular gas-
oline or biofuel alternatives. By 2012, 1
in 10 vehicles produced will be ad-
vanced vehicles. By 2016, 1 in 2 vehicles
produced will be advanced vehicles
that can run on these alternative fuels
or these advanced technologies.

We will help manufacturers make
these changes to their fleets. The bill
establishes a tax credit for the costs
the manufacturers incur when they are
retooling or expanding their facilities
to produce advanced vehicles. The bill
also authorizes support for research
that will provide lightweight materials
to the auto industry and for tech-
nology for electric drive trains, bat-
teries, and plug-in hybrids.

The bill closes the SUV tax loophole,
limits idling by buses, and requires
that fuel economy standards be set for
heavy duty vehicles so we can stop
burning fuel we do not need to burn.
For each 1 mile per gallon efficiency
we find in this country, we save 1 mil-
lion barrels of oil per day, or $20 billion
a year.

These are sensible, easy-to-imple-
ment solutions. Many of them, many of
these ideas, have now been included in
two bills that Senator BINGAMAN, Sen-
ator CHAFEE, Senator LIEBERMAN, Sen-
ator COLEMAN, Senator CANTWELL, and
I and others have introduced. These are
the Enhanced Energy Security Act of
2006, which will push the Federal Gov-
ernment to save 2.5 million barrels of
oil per day by 2016, and at least 10 mil-
lion barrels per day by 2031, and the
new energy tax bill, which provides
multiple incentives to manufacturers,
businesses, and consumers alike to uti-
lize energy-efficient programs and al-
ternatives themselves.

The provisions of S. 2025 and the en-
ergy tax bill will give consumers more
choices at the pump and reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil.

Each of us should be asking: What if
we do nothing? What if we do nothing?
What if we continue our malignant ne-
glect of the long-term energy policy of
the United States of America? If we do
continue this malignant neglect, we
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will become increasingly vulnerable to
the instabilities and whims of coun-
tries across the globe. The American
consumer will continue to suffer, and
the American economy will have lost
an opportunity that has come its way.

We have devoted a lot of time to
many issues over the last 6 months of
this year in this Congress. We have not
devoted enough time on this floor to
the issue of energy and of energy inde-
pendence. We need to do so because to
do otherwise is to neglect the national
security of the United States.

When you have a system that starts
to break down, you have to address the
cause as well as the symptoms of the
problem. If your roof keeps springing
leaks, you don’t just put more and
more buckets out. What you do is you
eventually build yourself a new roof.
We need to build a new energy policy in
America, one that is built on the prom-
ise of renewable energy, technology,
and conservation.

I believe Americans are eager for us
as a Senate to do this. In States across
the country, people are enacting re-
newable portfolio standards and de-
manding access to alternative energies.
They imagine a renewable energy fu-
ture that harnesses the business and
work ethic of rural America and which
breathes new life into sagging rural
economies. They look at fields of corn,
soy, and sunflowers and see the raw
materials for biodiesel and for ethanol.

The renewable energy revolution is
already underway in America thanks
to farmers and ranchers and
businesspeople who have been leading
it, who have been doing their part. We
now, as a Congress, need to do our part
to push the renewable energy revolu-
tion forward.

I urge our Senate, in a bipartisan
fashion, following the template of last
year’s national Energy Policy Act, to
move forward to secure America’s re-
newable energy future by making ‘25
by 25’ our national goal.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
THUNE). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

ATTACK ON PAN AM FLIGHT 103
AND LIBYA

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
rise to speak about an issue of great
importance to the State of New Jersey,
to the United States of America, and to
all of those who stand against acts of
terrorism and violence: the attack on
Pan Am flight 103.

The attack on Pan Am flight 103
shocked the world and claimed the
lives of 189 Americans, including 38
citizens from my home State of New
Jersey.

(Mr.
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After these terrible attacks, and sig-
nificant pressure from the inter-
national community, the Libyan Gov-
ernment finally agreed to pay $10 mil-
lion to the families of those who were
murdered.

The Libyan Government still owes $2
million to these families, which it
promised to pay as soon as it was re-
moved from the state sponsor of terror
list, an action the State Department
announced on May 15. The 45-day wait-
ing period ended today, and the Liby-
ans will be off the list. But we cannot
allow them to be off the hook.

Libya, according to a Washington
Post article, declared yesterday that it
no longer has a legal obligation to
make the final payment of $2 million
to the families of those killed. Libya is
trying to argue that it doesn’t have to
pay this money because they were
““supposed’ to be taken off the terror
list earlier. But what Libya forgets is
that it had to earn the right to get off
the terror list and that Libya’s own ac-
tions are what delayed the process. In
fact, the reason the process was de-
layed is because we discovered that the
Libyans had been plotting to kill a
member of the Saudi royal family,
among other incidents.

Why should American families be de-
prived of their payment because of
Libya’s mistakes? Libya’s argument is
not only factually incorrect, it is im-
moral. At a time when we are fighting
terrorism around the world, at a time
when our men and women in uniform
are putting their lives on the line to
protect us from terrorists, at a time
when we should send a message to the
world that terrorism and the murder of
U.S. citizens cannot be tolerated, we
cannot allow the Libyans to get away
with at least paying these grieving
families that which they are owed.
This money is not going to bring back
their loved ones. It is not going to heal
the pain. But it is an obligation that
should be met.

Let me be clear: This money in no
way absolves Libya of its actions in
this incident. This money in no way
will replace those who were murdered.
This money in no way makes up for the
loss, pain, and suffering of the families.
But a promise made should be a prom-
ise kept, and Libya must keep its
promise, period.

I hope the Libyans hear this message
loudly and clearly. I also hope the ad-
ministration hears the message loudly
and clearly. Our State Department
should be advocating for American
families, not for facilitating the Liby-
ans in breaking their commitment. We
should not allow any implementation
of diplomatic engagement until the
Libyans honor their commitment.

I promise that, along with a number
of other Members of Congress who rep-
resent families from different parts of
the Nation who lost a loved one on Pan
Am Flight 103, we will not rest until
this payment is made, until the Liby-
ans fulfill their promise. A promise
made must be a promise kept. It is out-
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rageous for the Libyans to act any
other way. It would be equally as out-
rageous for our Government to act in
any other way other than to make sure
that we help these families in having
this commitment honored.

I thank the senior Senator from New
Jersey, Mr. LAUTENBERG, who has been
a leader on the Pan Am Flight 103 at-
tacks from the beginning, continuing
to fight for the citizens of New Jersey
and all of the other families who suf-
fered in these terrible attacks. I am
proud to join him, now that I am in the
Senate, in this effort. I am committed
to making sure that these families ul-
timately receive the commitment and
the fulfillment of that commitment
that the Libyan Government made.
Our Government should ensure that we
do no less.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at 2:20 p.m.
today, the Senate proceed to executive
session for the consideration of the
nomination of Henry Paulson to be
Secretary of the Treasury.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

HONORING THE 230TH ‘“‘CAROLINA
DAY”

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, June 28
is a great day in the history of my
State of South Carolina and in the for-
mation of our great Nation. You see, it
is on this date that we celebrate Caro-
lina Day.

Two hundred and thirty years ago
today, a small but determined group of
fewer than 1,200 South Carolina patri-
ots held off a British force that was
more than twice their size.

The battle—which took place on Sul-
livan’s Island, just outside the en-
trance to Charleston Harbor—became
the first major American victory of the
Revolutionary War.

Colonel William Moultrie, who com-
manded the colonist troops, had few re-
sources at his disposal. So, he built a
fort out of palmetto logs—a plentiful
local resource.

Facing such make-shift opposition,
the British commanders thought they
would easily sweep into Charleston.

But these amazing palmetto logs ac-
tually absorbed the impact of the Brit-
ish cannonballs. This strengthened the
American defense and gave the brave
colonists a critical advantage.

The British were soundly defeated in
a long, nine-hour battle. More than 200
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of the British were killed or wounded,
compared to only 35 of Colonel
Moultrie’s command.

Many historians consider this battle
to be one of the greatest defeats in the
entire history of the British navy.

Many South Carolina heroes were
made on that day.

One such, hero, Sergeant William
Jasper, is recognized for saving the
regiment’s flag after it was shot down
by British fire. Seeing that it had been
hit, Jasper exclaimed, ‘‘Colonel, don’t
let us fight without our flag!”

Sergeant Jasper then jumped into
the face of enemy fire, walked the en-
tire length of the fort—in full view of
the British and cut the flag from its
broken pole. He then added a new staff
and replanted the flag back on the fort
wall. Turning to the enemy, he gave
three cheers and returned to his gun.

That flag—a blue banner with a
white crescent—represented the dream
of real freedom to these patriots. And
today, that historic banner still serves
as a source of pride and inspiration, as
part of South Carolina’s official State
seal.

The blue background and white cres-
cent also serve as the basis of our beau-
tiful State flag, which incorporates a
tall, proud palmetto tree .. . in rec-
ognition of the heroes of Fort Moultrie.

The resounding American defense of
the City of Charleston at Fort Moultrie
gave our fledgling Nation hope in the
possibility of ultimate victory. And
less than one week later—on July 4,
1776—the Continental Congress forever
changed the course of history, signing
our Declaration of Independence.

This story has profound relevance to
what we face today as we fight the
global war on terror. I can imagine
those great patriots felt the same kind
of joy that is plainly visible in the eyes
of Iraqi citizens . . . people who are
only now beginning to share in the
sweet taste of freedoms that we so
often take for granted.

Mr. President, as we celebrate Inde-
pendence Day with friends and family,
may we always remember the price
that was paid for our freedom.

And may we resolve that the sac-
rifice of our brave soldiers across the
years—from Fort Moultrie, SC, to
Kirkuk, Iraqg—will never have been in
vain.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
STEM CELL RESEARCH

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, here we

sit in the Senate, quorum call after

quorum call. Not much is happening.
We just had our meeting of Democratic
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leaders for lunch, and we are wondering
what is going on here. Here we sit.
Nothing is happening.

Over a year ago, the House of Rep-
resentatives voted on and passed H.R.
810, the Stem Cell Research Act, and
sent it over to the Senate. It is pending
at the desk. That was over a year ago.

We have asked repeatedly—repeat-
edly—for the majority leader to bring
up this bill so that we can debate it—
I am sure under a time agreement—and
pass it and send it to the President.
The bill is supported by a majority of
Senators on a bipartisan basis. It en-
joys large majorities in every public
opinion poll, which is hardly surprising
because stem cell research holds tre-
mendous promise for curing illnesses
and saving lives.

One obstacle stands in the way of
moving ahead aggressively in stem cell
research. The Senate has squandered
over a year waiting for the majority
leader to make good on his pledge to
bring H.R. 810 to the floor for a vote.
So here we sit.

Why aren’t we bringing up H.R. 810?
Families with children with juvenile
diabetes, families with members who
are stricken by Alzheimer’s, people
with spinal cord injuries either from
birth or from an accident or other ill-
nesses, and people with other neuro-
logical disorders and diseases—these
are the ones scientists tell us can be
helped the most and the fastest
through the application of stem cell
therapy, which would be the result of
stem cell research.

We just had a Health Week here, too.
We had a Health Week about a month
ago, and we didn’t bring up H.R. 810
then. Everybody talked a lot about ev-
erything, but we didn’t do anything.

The fact is, I said H.R. 810 has sup-
port on both sides. I just mention that
Senators SPECTER, HATCH, and SMITH in
particular have urged the majority
leader to bring up the bill. As a matter
of fact, last year, Senator FRIST him-
self gave a speech on the floor and en-
dorsed H.R. 810. But again the majority
leader has refused to bring it up for a
vote.

We have written him letters. I have
taken the floor numerous times, espe-
cially in lulls such as this when noth-
ing is happening. It looks as if we will
go all through today and tomorrow
and, of course, then we won’t be here
on Friday. No wonder the American
people have such a low opinion of this
place. No wonder. They don’t think we
are doing anything, and they are right,
we are not doing anything. Especially
we are not attending to the urgent
business of the American people.

People are suffering from incurable
illnesses. People are hoping we will
move ahead aggressively in embryonic
stem cell research and in all areas of
stem cell research, but we still sit here
and dawdle, take our time, and don’t
do anything.

I don’t mean to make it a partisan
issue because it has never been a par-
tisan issue. As I said, we have a num-
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ber of Republicans supporting this bill
in this body, and it was passed in the
House with both Republican and Demo-
cratic support. I will say this: If the
Democrats were in charge of this Sen-
ate, we would have had H.R. 810 up by
now and would have passed it and
would have sent it to the President.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Iowa yield for a
question?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Is the Senator
from Iowa aware of the fact that we
have come up with a terrific product,
that science has discovered a vaccine
which will prevent cervical cancer?

Mr. HARKIN. That is right.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
taking this vaccine can reduce cervical
cancer deaths by 70 percent—70 per-
cent. In America, we lose about 4,000
women a year to cervical cancer.
Across the world, the numbers are over
230,000 annually. Is the Senator from
Iowa aware that there are detractors?
The Senator is certainly aware, as he
discusses stem cell research and condi-
tions that are so painful for families,
such as juvenile diabetes and other
autoimmune diseases, that not enough
money is going into these programs.
But in this case, the chance to stop
cervical cancer from killing women has
detractors out there who say: If we do
that, we will encourage promiscuity.
Did you ever hear anything so silly in
your life? It is the same as saying: If
you give seatbelts to people, they are
going to drive more recklessly. It just
doesn’t make sense.

So if the Senator is aware of these
things, they will, I am sure, add inter-
est and fervor to his appeal to get on
with finding out what is killing people.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would
respond by saying that if anybody
knows about saving lives and providing
good health to people in America, it is
the Senator from New Jersey, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG.

I was privileged to be here when the
Senator got his amendment through to
ban smoking on airlines. I remember
the day you got on an airplane and it
was packed with smoke. Then they had
a divider, and in one place you could
smoke and in another place you
couldn’t, and still the air would be
filled with smoke. It was the Senator
from New Jersey—God bless him—who
got that amendment through. I will
never forget, right after that amend-
ment passed, I used to fly back and
forth to Iowa, and flight stewardess
after flight stewardess would come
back to me and say: Do you know Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG? And I would say:
Sure, I do. And they would say: Well,
please tell him thanks. We have been
breathing that smoke for years, and
now we don’t have to. So I thank the
Senator for the countless lives he has
saved and the working conditions he
has made better for all of the people,
and all of the passengers who fly on
airplanes have the Senator to thank
for that.
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So when the Senator from New Jer-
sey talks about the vaccine for cervical
cancer, he is right on the mark, and he
keeps up his long tradition of his focus
on health care for all Americans. It is
a shame that we have a vaccine which
could be given to women, young
women—as you know, I think it is
three shots, if I am not mistaken, and
I think it is good for life.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. For a lifetime.

Mr. HARKIN. So you could take it as
a young girl. And what are we doing
right now? Nothing. We should be mov-
ing ahead aggressively in this country
and in other countries where cervical
cancer is a Kkiller. As the Senator
knows, it is a killer. Yet we are not
doing anything. We sit here doing
nothing. It is in that spirit which I
thank the Senator for bringing that up.
I yield to him.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the Senator may be aware that I re-
cently sent a letter to the Centers for
Disease Control saying: ‘“Get on with
it. Get the vaccine out there. And don’t
let opponents stand in the way. You
are responsible. The product has passed
all the tests. It is considered safe and
effective.” So I sent this letter, and an-
other one to the Food and Drug Admin-
istration. I don’t know whether the
Senator is aware of these letters, but I
am sure that, knowing his disposition
about these things, that he would want
to join in this effort and say: ‘“ CDC,
don’t you dare hold back on this infor-
mation. Don’t you dare.”” Right?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I say to
my friend, sign me up.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We will do that.
I would like to thank the Senator for
the compliment on the smoking prohi-
bition in airplanes. It has finally pene-
trated, after almost 20 years now, into
homes, into restaurants, into places
where smoking just isn’t an acceptable
habit anymore. Today’s papers have
stories about how dangerous second-
hand smoke is; you don’t have to
smoke the cigarette yourself, you just
need to be near someone who is. I am
sure the Senator is aware of the fact
that breathing other people’s smoke
can be as dangerous to your health as
if you engaged in smoking yourself.

What a coincidence it is that as we
have been talking about the no smok-
ing in airplanes, our colleague from the
State of Illinois, Senator DURBIN, has
joined us on the floor. At the time, he
was the House author of the ban and I
was the Senate author, so the two of us
together were able to put that legisla-
tion into effect.

Returning to the vaccine, is the Sen-
ator aware of the fact that there are
detractors out there who, even if you
get the good product, will stand in the
way of it being made readily available
to people who need it?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate that. The fact is, yes, I think it is
sick. There is some illness people have
when they say we shouldn’t be giving
cervical cancer vaccinations to women
because they may become more pro-
miscuous. What kind of sick thought is
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that? What kind of sick thought is
that? But we hear it. It is out there. It
is the same as those who are trying to
stop embryonic stem cell research: Oh,
no, we can’t destroy these embryos.
Well, we had a hearing yesterday morn-
ing on this issue. The Senator from
Pennsylvania, Mr. SANTORUM, has a bill
in, and he testified before Senator
SPECTER and me and Senator DURBIN
from Illinois, who was also there for
that hearing. I think what came out of
that hearing is we have over 400,000 em-
bryos left over from in vitro fertiliza-
tion which are now frozen which are
going to be discarded because obviously
the parents who had in vitro fertiliza-
tion—once they have had their children
and they don’t want to have any more,
the in vitro fertilization organization
calls up and says: Do you want to keep
these? And they say: Well, no, we don’t
want to have any more children. And
so they throw them away. They do this
every day. They destroy these every
day.

What we are saying is, why not take
these things with about 16 cells in
them and take the cells out and use
them to derive embryonic stem cells,
which can become any of the cells in
our body—nerve cells, muscle cells, tis-
sue cells—and use them to advance the
research so that we can cure those ill-
nesses from which so many people suf-
fer?

Mr. DURBIN. Would the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. HARKIN. I will. Let me just say
that a friend of mine recently passed
away from ALS—Lou Gehrig’s disease.
If anyone has seen anyone get Lou
Gehrig’s disease and die of it, it is the
worst. It is the worst. It is a death sen-
tence as soon as you are told you have
it, as soon as you are diagnosed with it.
No one lives, and usually death occurs
within a year to 2 years. As your mus-
cles deteriorate and your lungs give
out and you are no longer able to walk,
to write, to speak, the mind continues
on. You are aware of every second until
the day, the minute you die. ALS—one
of the most horrible diseases which af-
flicts mankind, humankind, and the
scientists tell us one of the diseases
which is in the target zone for embry-
onic stem cell research. Think about
that. Yet we are told it is better to
throw these away, take these in vitro
fertilization leftover cells, throw them
down the drain, but don’t use them for
life-giving research. I say to my friend
from New Jersey, it is the same as
those who want to stop women from
getting vaccinations for cervical can-
cer because they think that, somehow,
women will be more sexually promis-
cuous because of it. I don’t understand
that way of thinking.

I yield to my friend from Illinois who
was at the hearing yesterday for any
comments he would like to make.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would
ask the Senators who are engaging in
this colloquy, through the Chair—it is
also curious to note that while we are
taking this moral position against cer-
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tain vaccinations against cervical can-
cer, if I am not mistaken, we are also
financing Viagra products for some
men through some of our same pro-
grams. A little hard to follow that
logic.

But I would ask the Senator from
Iowa or the Senator from New Jersey
to make it clear on the embryonic
stem cell situation: Were it not for
President Bush’s Executive order lim-
iting Federal research with embryonic
stem cells, we would be dramatically
expanding research into diabetes, Par-
kinson’s, Alzheimer’s, Lou Gehrig’s
disease, spinal cord regeneration, and a
multitude of areas where we clearly
need breakthroughs in research?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes.

Mr. DURBIN. Is it not also a fact
that the bill which passed the House of
Representatives which has been sitting
on the calendar in the Senate, our cal-
endar of business, for 1 full year while
people are suffering from these prob-
lems, is it not also true that in this
bill, we are very clear: no human
cloning. That is not a part of this, cor-
rect?

Mr. HARKIN. Right.

Mr. DURBIN. It includes ethical
guidelines which will not allow the
commercialization of these stem cells:
you can’t sell them, and you cannot di-
rect them. You cannot say: The left-
over embryonic stem cells from my
wife and myself are going to go to my
Uncle Charlie. You can’t do that. So we
have established strict ethical guide-
lines of commercialization, direction of
the cells, no human cloning. Yet the
bill has sat on the calendar for a year,
despite the fact that the Republican
majority leader of the Senate has
promised us for a year he would call up
the bill. For a year, people with these
diseases have been waiting patiently.

Perhaps I can put my finger on the
problem. I ask the Senator from Iowa,
would we have a better chance calling
the embryonic stem cell issue to the
floor if we made it a constitutional
amendment? It appears those are very
popular. We just did two of those in the
last few weeks.

If we could make this a constitu-
tional amendment, would we have a
better chance with the Republican ma-
jority?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, if
I may interject one point: is the Sen-
ator also aware, as the question of the
Senator from Illinois is reviewed, that
if we weren’t busy giving tax breaks to
the very wealthiest among us, to peo-
ple who don’t need the tax breaks and
often don’t even want them, we would
have the funding necessary to do re-
search on all kinds of things? The Na-
tional Cancer Institute doesn’t get the
kind of money it deserves in terms of
the positive effect it could have on our
lives and on the financial condition in
this country. The National Institutes
of Health don’t get the kind of funding
they need. We see someone like Warren
Buffett stand up and say that he is
going to give nearly $40 billion away.
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That shows you what happens if you
work hard in this country. It just
shows you. But the administration and
the other side want to give Warren
Buffett more money. They want to give
him more than he has, when he’s busy
giving it away. They want to give more
to Bill Gates, who also is one of our
more ennobling figures in this country.
Is the Senator aware these are re-
sources which could be used far better
elsewhere?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
aware, I say to my friend from New
Jersey. In fact, under the President’s
budget this year, as we are now giving
more and more tax breaks to the
wealthy, there is a cut in funding for
the National Cancer Institute. For the
first time in my career, since I have
been here, we are actually cutting
funding under the President’s budget
for the National Cancer Institute. Now,
we here are going to try to put that
money back in sometime this year, but
I am just saying that the President’s
budget, what he sent to us, cuts money
from the National Cancer Institute.

I say to my friend from Illinois, he is
right on target. On August 9, 2001,
President Bush got on television, na-
tional television—I remember watch-
ing him—and it was shortly after 9
p.m., and he made this executive find-
ing that stem cells derived by our Fed-
eral researchers prior to 9 p.m. on Au-
gust 9, 2001, were OK. We could use
those for research. That was OK. That
was ethical, moral, legitimate. But any
stem cells derived after 9 p.m. on Au-
gust 9 of 2001 were not ethical; they
were immoral, not legitimate, and
could not be funded by the Federal
Government.

I thought about that. I thought, why
did he pick 9 p.m.? Why didn’t he pick
9:15? Why wasn’t it 10 p.m.? Or 8:52?
Why 9? It was just plucked out of thin
air. It seems to me if it was wrong be-
fore, it was wrong after. Or if it was
correct and good before, it was correct
and good after 9 p.m. It was totally ar-
bitrary.

I say to my friend from Illinois, the
other thing we found out is, out of
these so-called 75 lines which sup-
posedly we had—which we thought at
the time we had enough—it is now
down to 21 cell lines. And here is the
kicker: Every single one of those cell
lines that were derived have been con-
taminated with mouse cells. They have
been grown on mouse feeder cells, so
not one of them will probably ever be
useful for human therapy. Not a one of
them.

The Senator from Illinois is abso-
lutely correct. If it had not been for
President Bush’s announcement on Au-
gust 9, 2001, right after 9 p.m.—if it had
not been for that, we would have had 5
more years, that have now gone by, of
good science, good research under the
ethical kinds of guidelines, as the Sen-
ator from Illinois just outlined. And we
would be much further down the road
toward saying to those families with
diabetes, kids with juvenile diabetes,
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people who have ALS, Parkinson’s dis-
ease, Alzheimer’s—we would be closer
to saying hope is there because we are
doing the research and we are going to
find the cures. It will not happen un-
less and until we get over that Presi-
dential proclamation of August 9, 2001.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
first, I want to say to our friend from
Iowa how much we appreciate his dili-
gence in promoting better health in
this country, and more opportunities
for all Americans. I think, for instance,
of his work on the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act. Because of that bill, peo-
ple who have a disability and weren’t
able to get around as easily as some
others, now have access to so many
more places. We are so grateful to the
Senator from Iowa for his work on that
landmark legislation.

————
LIBYA

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
today the Bush administration is tak-
ing an action that is almost incompre-
hensible. Frankly, it is outrageous,
when you think about it. The adminis-
tration is removing Libya from the
State Department’s list of state spon-
sors of terror even though Muammar
Qadhafi has not fulfilled his commit-
ments to the American victims of Lib-
yan terror. Even though Qadhafi is not
keeping his promise to Americans who
lost loved ones when agents of his gov-
ernment bombed Pan Am flight 103, the
administration is going to give Libya
full diplomatic privileges.

The President is taking this action
even though this Senate recently
passed my resolution which said that
diplomatic credentials should not be
given to Libya until Qadhafi provides
all of the restitution promised to the
families of the victims of the Pan Am
Flight 103 bombing and other acts of
terror supported by Libya. I know a lot
of those families, families from New
Jersey and in the area generally, who
lost loved ones on that flight. Many of
the victims were young college stu-
dents from Syracuse University. I have
a nephew who went there. He was to
take that trip but at the last minute
had to change his plans. He lost several
very good friends.

I have been to Lockerbie, Scotland,
and know too well what happened that
fateful day when 270 people were Killed,
with the airplane and human remains
falling onto that beautiful little com-
munity, Lockerbie, in Scotland. I have
seen the remnants, the souvenirs that
the victims had bought on that trip
that was during the Christmas period. I
saw Mickey Mouse hats and things
that college kids enjoy. Even bottles of
wine that survived were then put in a
warehouse of things that were col-
lected on the ground but could not be
assigned to any single family because
they didn’t have any sort of identifica-
tion attached to them.
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It was a sad moment for mankind, for
sanity in our world. Libya ultimately
was convicted of providing the re-
sources for those terrorists who
brought that airplane down. Libya has
not paid all of the claims that were
awarded to the families of the victims;
Libya has not paid the last installment
of compensation due as a condition of
being removed from the list of state
sponsors of terror. That was the agree-
ment. That was the understanding.

No matter how many years pass,
these families will never forget their
loss, their grief; neither will anyone
who knows these families, who knows
the pain visited upon these people
when they heard that their son or
daughter was Kkilled in the downing of
that airplane.

If Libya has indeed renounced ter-
rorism, that is great news, as is the
fact that Libya, which was thought to
be engaged in the development of weap-
ons of mass destruction, has agreed to
stop that pursuit. Still, the Libyan
government has an obligation it agreed
to meet so that it could rejoin the com-
munity of nations, to achieve a level of
acceptance around the world. Their
past behavior cannot be excused. They
murdered Americans and they must be
held fully accountable.

Today, the Bush administration has
rejected accountability for Libya.
Today, the administration has put
other interests ahead of the interests
of the American victims of terrorism.
What are those interests that prevailed
in the end? We will let the investiga-
tive journals figure that one out.

But when leaders of our country say
“we must never forget the lessons’ of
acts of terrorism, I think they should
mean it. Libya should fulfill its prom-
ise, its commitment to the families of
the victims of Pan Am 103 and not let
that commitment be forgotten because
part of it has been fulfilled but not all
of it. We must not forget that Libya
has failed to comply entirely with the
basic promise to those families.

We urge the President and the ad-
ministration to hold fast and insist
that Libya pay its bills. The money
will never compensate these families
for the loss of their child, brother or
sister, father or mother—never. But at
least it shows that Libya is serious
about honoring it commitments, some-
thing that is essential before it can
achieve anything approximating the
status of nations that follow the rule of
law. So we must insist on that.

I yield the floor.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

COAST GUARD AND MARITIME
TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2006—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the order of June 22, 2006, the Senate
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receives a message from the House. The
House concurs in S. Con. Res. 103, and
having received the conference report
on H.R. 839 from the House, the con-
ference report is agreed to and the mo-
tion to reconsider is laid upon the
table.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD
on April 6, 2006.)

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF HENRY M.
PAULSON, JR., TO BE SEC-
RETARY OF THE TREASURY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the following nomination, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Henry M. Paulson,
Jr., of New York, to be Secretary of the
Treasury.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
hope before the day is out that we are
able to help a very good American cit-
izen by the name of Henry Paulson to
be the next Secretary of the Treasury.
Mr. Paulson had his hearing yesterday.
That was before the Finance Com-
mittee that I chair. He was reported
out on a unanimous voice vote this
very morning in the Finance Com-
mittee.

Since the Treasury Secretary is the
top economic policy official in the ad-
ministration, and the Treasury Depart-
ment implements so many of our Na-
tion’s laws—be it tax, trade, or com-
merce—we have a tradition in the Sen-
ate of moving with all deliberate speed
on nominations to fill that post.

That tradition has held no matter
which party controlled the White
House or the Congress. I have moved
aggressively on this nomination, but
the timeline is consistent with past
Treasury Secretary nominations.

Just as an example, everybody re-
members Secretary Rubin in the Clin-
ton administration. That timeline is
something like: The Senate receives
his nomination January 4, 1995. That
was the first day of the session that
year. The official ethics-related paper-
work was received on January 5 of 1995.
The Finance Committee staff expedited
review of the complicated financial de-
tails of Secretary Rubin, also a senior
official at Goldman Sachs—Henry
Paulson being the CEO of that same
firm. The Finance Committee held a
hearing 5 days later, on January 10,
1995. On that same day, the committee
reported Secretary Rubin’s nomina-
tion. On that same day, the full Senate
confirmed Mr. Rubin, and he was sworn
in as Treasury Secretary.

So we are moving with a similarly
aggressive schedule. I appreciate the
cooperation of Members on what I will
acknowledge is relatively short notice.
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I thank the committee tax staff on
both sides, especially the joint com-
mittee staffer Gray Fontenot, and the
hard work that not only he did, but a
lot of others, and it took a lot of long
hours to process these papers over just
a period of a few days prior to today.

My staff examined Mr. Paulson’s
complicated financial records, his tax
return, and the activities of his firm,
Goldman Sachs. We do this most often
in the area of tax planning. We have re-
ceived very good cooperation. Then, of
course, after the review, we have high
confidence in his qualifications for this
position.

Mr. Paulson brings to the table an
enviable set of assets, meaning quali-
fications to do a good job as Secretary
of the Treasury, although I presume he
brings a lot of other assets to the table
as well. Mr. Paulson spent a good
amount of his youth—would you be-
lieve it—in the cornfields of Illinois. As
a bright young man with excellent aca-
demic credentials, he served in the
Pentagon and in the White House.

After Government service, Mr.
Paulson joined Goldman Sachs and
rose through the ranks to the highest
position of chief executive officer.

When you look at Mr. Paulson’s
story, you come away with a view that
this is a guy who gets the best results
at whatever he tackles, and that is just
the sort of a person we need as Sec-
retary of the Treasury because we have
a very good economy, measured by
long-term standard measures of the
economy—creating 5.3 million jobs in
the last less than 3 years, having 4.6
percent unemployment, having growth
on average that we had during the
1990s; lots of measurements of the
economy that are very good.

I am not picking out things that are
never used to measure the economy. I
am talking about things that have
been used to measure the economy over
the last 60 or 70 years. Those measure-
ments say it is good. But if we don’t
have the right people setting the right
policy for carrying out those policies
that Congress might set, it could be in
jeopardy.

That is why we need a person of
Paulson’s background—a person who
comes out on the right end of almost
everything he tackles—to be the chief
economic voice for our country and to
be the voice for this administration.
But his work is the administration’s
work, his work is the country’s work,
and I think he is up to doing the coun-
try’s work.

The impression I have and gave you
about Mr. Paulson is reinforced when
you have a personal meeting with him.
I think it is fair to say that after yes-
terday’s hearing, Members on both
sides of the aisle came away very im-
pressed with Mr. Paulson as a thought-
ful and intelligent nominee who appre-
ciates the concerns raised by Senators
and will work with Senators on trying
to solve those concerns.

I will touch briefly on one matter
that came up at the hearing, and which
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I know is of concern to some Members.
It is well known that Mr. Paulson is
active in environmental issues. He is
an avid bird watcher and is chairman
of the board of the Nature Conser-
vancy. I share the worry that Mr.
Paulson knows his job is to be Sec-
retary of the Treasury and not head of
EPA. Mr. Paulson’s response on this
concern to about three of us on the
committee who brought this up was
this. He said:

The President of the United States has
nominated me to be Secretary of the Treas-
ury, he hasn’t nominated me to be Secretary
of Interior, he hasn’t nominated me to be
head of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, that really big focus I have is going to be
dealing with so many of the issues that
we’ve been talking about today, the eco-
nomic issues that are the core of our agenda

Considering his sincerity—and I don’t
think he is a person capable of mis-
leading—I think he is very transparent.
I came away with the confidence that
Mr. Paulson knows where his focus
needs to be and where his responsibil-
ities lie.

I did kid him the other day. There is
a superintendent of that building you
call the Treasury Department down
there that is trying to get his favor. So
they are probably right now building a
bird-watching station for him outside
of the Treasury building someplace be-
cause he is known very much for that.

But I think he is going to tend to
business and not get over into other
areas of the Government.

I also note that Mr. Paulson is here
at just the right time. He is here to
deal with tax reform, China currency,
and with other major economic issues
facing America.

I am pleased that Mr. Paulson has
answered the call to return to public
service.

I encourage Members to vote in favor
of a highly qualified nominee to be
Secretary of the Treasury.

For the public at large that does not
quite follow everything every day in
Washington, DC, I hope you understand
that there are some people in America
who are willing to give up the multi-
million dollar salaries as CEOs of Wall
Street firms to serve the public good,
to serve as Secretary of the Treasury
and a lot of other positions in Govern-
ment and make less than $200,000 a
year compared to the tens of millions
of dollars that they make. Most people
who like to make big money like to
keep on making big money. But there
are some people, such as Mr. Paulson,
who are willing to serve the American
public, to do what is right for our coun-
try and do it willingly and selfishly.

I urge my colleagues to vote for a
very good citizen, a person who I be-
lieve will be a very good Secretary of
the Treasury.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I thank
my good friend, Chairman CHUCK
GRASSLEY, for the way in which he has
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moved this nomination. It is the right
thing to do. I commend him for it.

Mr. President, I also support Hank
Paulson, this administration’s nominee
for Secretary of the Treasury.

Throughout its history, the Depart-
ment of the Treasury has required
enormous innovation, vision, and per-
severance. Our Nation’s first Treasury
Secretary, Alexander Hamilton, laid
the foundation principles of America’s
public economy, its credit, its indus-
trial development, and commercial ac-
tivity.

In 1790, Hamilton presented to Con-
gress his plan for public credit, assum-
ing the States’ war debts, imple-
menting import duties and excise taxes
to repay these debts, and establishing a
national bank. The next year, he laid
out a plan for an American manufac-
turing economy, so far ahead of its
time that it resonated well into the
20th century.

Henry Morgenthau dJr. steered the
Treasury for over a decade in peace and
in wartime. He defended the dollar
against speculation through the 1930s,
financed the war effort with war bonds,
and ushered in a new system of inter-
national financial stability after the
Second World War.

Secretary James Baker embraced
new challenges, including the Latin
American banking crisis and the Plaza
Accords.

The Asian financial turmoil of the
1990s met the able and wise leadership
of Secretaries Robert Rubin and Law-
rence Summers. They steered the world
economy through crises. And they
managed our economy’s remarkable
growth and return to fiscal discipline.

Today, leadership and vision are as
imperative as during our Nation’s
founding and in the two centuries
since. The challenges are different. The
world economy is more complex. China
and India are economic powers on the
rise. Speculative investments have
grown. Twelve European nations are
bound by a common currency. Finan-
cial markets are deeper, more liquid,
and more integrated than ever before.
But global economic growth and inter-
national trade are fundamentally out
of balance.

Faced with these challenges, I wel-
come this administration’s nomination
of Henry Paulson to become Secretary
of the Treasury. I have known Hank for
many years. I believe that he is an out-
standing choice for this demanding po-
sition. Hank has demonstrated his
knowledge of financial markets and
helped guide them through three dec-
ades of transformation. He rose to the
helm of Goldman Sachs with our
former colleague Governor Jon
Corzine, and as sole CEO, presided over
some of the most successful years of
that company.

Hank is broadly respected by his col-
leagues. He has earned a reputation as
a man of boundless energy and a re-
lentless work ethic. Hank proved him-
self an innovative and prescient think-
er, able to consider economic and fi-
nancial challenges before they are upon
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us. Today he has nobly answered the
call to public service. And he will bring
much-needed credibility to our eco-
nomic message to hard-working Ameri-
cans, and to the world.

Hank Paulson understands that our
economy’s strength is rooted in the en-
trepreneurial spirit and the competi-
tive zeal of the American people. He
understands just as well that our
strength is not a given. That we cannot
take our economic preeminence for
granted. In the Rose Garden last week,
he rightly declared that “We must take
steps to maintain our competitive edge
in the world.”

I welcome Hank’s determination to
take steps to boost our economic com-
petitiveness. I am convinced that eco-
nomic competitiveness is one of the
greatest challenges facing this admin-
istration, this Congress, and our Na-
tion.

The competitiveness challenge comes
from a rising China. China has tripled
its share of global trade in 4 years.
China has become the world’s top infor-
mation technology exporter. And China
has drawn much of the world’s invest-
ment.

The challenge comes from India. In-
dia’s IT sector has grown 50 percent a
year since 1993. India’s universities are
top-notch. And India’s research capa-
bilities attract billions of dollars in in-
vestment.

The challenge comes from countless
smaller economic dynamos in Asia and
Europe. These emerging markets have
transformed their economies to em-
brace globalization.

Yet our competitiveness challenge
also comes from within. America too
often looks back at what we have
achieved. Rather, we should prepare for
tomorrow’s challenge.

Our broadband infrastructure ranks
16th in the world. Our research and de-
velopment spending ranks behind Swe-
den, Finland, Israel, Japan, and South
Korea. Three out of 10 Americans do
not graduate high school. One-quarter
of Americans read below basic levels.
And our national savings are negative.

These challenges are at our doorstep.
We must act. That is why I urge Treas-
ury Secretary Paulson, once confirmed,
to lead this administration’s engage-
ment with Congress on economic com-
petitiveness. As I have said in several
dozen statements on competitiveness
over the past months, we can wait no
longer to implement a real competi-
tiveness agenda. We in Congress are
ready.

I have spent much of the past year
developing a comprehensive economic
competitiveness agenda. This agenda
focuses on education as the foundation
of a successful economy.

In the coming weeks I will introduce
legislation that would provide scholar-
ships and create tax incentives for
early education, science, math, and en-
gineering teachers. It would provide
matching funds to offer universal early
education, lower barriers to higher
education, and double the number of
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advanced placement courses in our
high schools. My education competi-
tiveness legislation would support
afterschool and mentoring programs. It
would restore our commitment to Na-
tive American education. It would di-
rect grants to outstanding young sci-
entists. And it would encourage compa-
nies to get involved in making our
schools the world’s finest.

Upon this foundation of education
must stand strong pillars of a competi-
tive economy. One such pillar is en-
ergy, which fuels a successful economy.
My energy competitiveness legislation
would look to the future. It would cre-
ate the new Advanced Research
Projects Agency—Energy to conduct
transformative research and create al-
ternative energy solutions. While this
research would look for tomorrow’s en-
ergy alternative, my legislation would
also encourage today’s alternative en-

ergies, like coal gasification tech-
nology, wind, and other alternative
fuels.

A second pillar of my agenda is the
Research Competitiveness Act, which
boosts what America does best—inno-
vate. My legislation would simplify
and make permanent the research and
experimentation tax credit for
innovators looking for tomorrow’s next
big thing. My legislation would provide
access to start-up capital for small, re-
search-intensive businesses. And my
legislation would encourage support of
basic university research.

The trade competitiveness initiative
is the third pillar of my agenda. Trade
is vital to American ranchers, farmers,
and businessmen. But they must have a
level global playing field.

Legislation I have introduced would
create a Senate-confirmed trade en-
forcement official who would be dedi-
cated to guaranteeing that our trading
partners play by the rules. It would
also give the Treasury Department the
tools to keep countries from unfairly
manipulating their currencies to keep
their exports cheap.

A fourth pillar of my agenda is the
Savings Competitiveness Act. It would
underscore savings as critical to house-
holds and vital to a healthy economy.
It would make the Saver’s Credit into
a refundable matching credit. It would
make enrollment in 401(k) plans auto-
matic. It would offer savings plans for
small business employees. And it would
create Young Saver’s Accounts for par-
ents’ contributions to their children’s
savings.

Friends warned Alexander Hamilton
against accepting a position as Treas-
ury Secretary. They said the position
was too difficult, too controversial. He
replied simply: It is the situation in
which I can do the most good.

I believe Hank Paulson can also do
much good. I hope my colleagues will
join me in welcoming this nomination.
I hope we can work together to imple-
ment a comprehensive agenda to im-
prove America’s economic competitive-
ness.

I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I com-
mend Chairman GRASSLEY and Senator
BAucUS for moving quickly to have the
Senate consider the nomination of
Henry Paulson. I am convinced he is
the right man at the right time. It is
my intent to strongly support his nom-
ination and vote for him later in the
course of this afternoon.

My hope, in particular, as Henry
Paulson moves to this vital position, is
that he will move quickly to set in
place a strategy for reforming our Tax
Code. Suffice it to say, a lot has hap-
pened to our tax system since 1986, the
last time the Tax Code was overhauled.

For example, since 1986, there have
been more than 14,000 changes to the
Tax Code. It comes to three changes for
every working day for the last 20 years.

There are substantial questions with
respect to fairness in the Tax Code. I
am one who feels it is critically impor-
tant that every American have the
chance to build and accumulate
wealth. That is pretty hard to do, given
some of this country’s tax policies.

For example, this spring, Warren
Buffett, who is the second wealthiest
person in the United States, told me he
was going to be paying a lower tax rate
than his receptionist. That is not right.
I am not interested in soaking any-
body. I am not interested in any kind
of class warfare. But I want middle-
class people to be able to get ahead as
well.

For the first time in decades, we have
seen corporate profits go up. We are
glad to see that. We have seen produc-
tivity go up. We are glad to see that.
But middle-class people are not seeing
much growth in their wages. They are
living paycheck to paycheck.

As Hank Paulson goes to the Treas-
ury Department, I know he is inter-
ested in coming up with a fresh ap-
proach to the Tax Code, an approach
that can allow us to simplify it, get a
fair shake for middle-class folks and all
Americans. I particularly commend our
ranking minority member, Senator
BAUCUS, because I think Senator BAU-
cUs, in talking about global competi-
tiveness and what it is going to take to
create high-skill, high-wage jobs for
Americans in the global economy, has
done some of the heavy lifting on this
key issue by spending a lot of time
over the last few years looking at these
issues, talking to people on both sides
of the aisle, with business leaders and
the like. I commend Senator BAUCUS
because he has laid some of the key
groundwork to discuss tax reform as a
result of his focus on global competi-
tiveness.

I also thank Chairman GRASSLEY for
his discussions with me and with the
committee. We have begun to look at
corporate issues in this area. Senator
GRASSLEY, as he begins the effort to
look at tax reform, particularly be-
cause of the bipartisan way in which he
has led our committee, is a person
ideally suited to work with Senators
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on both sides of the aisle and the ad-
ministration, for us to build a strategy
with a new Secretary of the Treasury,
Mr. Paulson, to get this job done.

Suffice it to say there will be some
very tough issues. Look, for example,
at the issue of State and local jurisdic-
tions and the differing tax treatment
we have for these jurisdictions. A State
that may have high taxes, such as New
York, looks at this differently than a
part of the country that does not have
the same dependence on revenues from
that source.

With the leadership of Chairman
GRASSLEY and Senator BAUCUS and a
new Secretary of the Treasury who is
going to look to bring people together,
look at how we can modernize the Tax
Code so we can make the kind of deci-
sions that are necessary to give our
citizens a better quality of life in a
global economy. We are up to it.

We do not have a lot of time. The
next 6 months, particularly the time
between now and January, is key. That
is why I have been so pleased Chairman
GRASSLEY and Senator BAUCUS have
been interested in looking at these
issues. As a result of their examination
of these topics, we can lay the ground-
work so the administration next Janu-
ary could work with Senators on both
sides of the aisle, work with the other
body and work with the Senate, and we
can enact comprehensive tax reform.

There will be a host of other issues
we will have to look at. Obviously,
health care, the fastest rising expense
in the American economy, is dramati-
cally affected by the Tax Code. I hap-
pen to think there are some good ideas
on both sides of the aisle with respect
to tax treatment of health care expend-
itures in our economy. We are spending
over $150 billion through the Tax Code
on American health care. I don’t think
we are getting our money’s worth. In
too many instances, we are subsidizing
inefficiency. This is certainly going to
be a controversial area.

Democrats and Republicans, under
the leadership of Chairman GRASSLEY
and Senator BAUCUS, and the new Sec-
retary of the Treasury can dig into
that issue.

The last point I mention, in the Com-
mission that was set up that was
chaired by Senator Mack and Senator
Breaux, there are some good ideas the
Congress can pick up on, working with
the administration. Certainly, I don’t
agree with all the Commission has pro-
posed, but let me give a couple of ex-
amples.

In legislation I have authored, the
Fair Flat Tax Act, I have made it clear
I want a Tax Code that is simpler, fair-
er and flatter. If you look at what the
President’s Commission has come in
with, there is some opportunity for
common ground. For example, in my
Fair Flat Tax Act, there is a 1-page
1040 form, something a typical person
can fill out in about half an hour. The
administration’s version, the one that
came out with the advisory committee,
is probably six, seven lines longer. I
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have a 30-line, 1040 form; theirs is six or
seven lines longer. Big deal. For pur-
poses of Government work, we can find
common ground in a hurry in order to
have a simpler Tax Code. That alone
would be a real contribution for the
American people.

On the question of making the Tax
Code flatter, there are six brackets
today in our Tax Code as it relates to
the individual side of the code. My pro-
posal involves three brackets. It is a
progressive structure. Essentially, it is
the same one that Ronald Reagan
started with when he looked at tax re-
form. The President’s advisory com-
mission comes in with four brackets.
Once again, big deal. We can find com-
mon ground as it relates to making the
Tax Code flatter.

There are differences of opinion, cer-
tainly, in other areas. I have men-
tioned trying to get a fair shake for
middle-class folks. We all understand
what Henry Ford said about cap-
italism. Henry Ford was an industri-
alist. He said he wanted to do well, but
for him to do well, his people had to
have enough money to be able to buy
cars.

Middle-class folks are getting ham-
mered in a way today that makes it
hard for them to make a lot of these
purchases that are essential to them,
which is why they wrack up so much
debt. I think both political parties can
find common ground on this tax issue.

For example, Henry Paulson yester-
day talked about the value of low
rates. I certainly agree with his inter-
est there. Marginal rates are particu-
larly important. It was something Ron-
ald Reagan recognized in 1986. Senators
on our side of the aisle, including Bill
Bradley, said exactly the same thing.
We can get the rates down. We can en-
sure fairness for middle-class folks.

What we are going to need is leader-
ship. We are going to need it in a
hurry. Chairman GRASSLEY and Sen-
ator BAUCUS are going to do everything
they can to find common ground on
this issue. I am very pleased that
Henry Paulson, who could certainly
find other things to do in his life be-
sides public service, is willing to step
up and take on this effort. He will have
to move very quickly to drive this tax
reform debate. As I pledged to him in
my private meeting and said again yes-
terday, I am interested in working
with him and the administration in a
bipartisan way. There is a lot of good
faith and a lot of interest in this issue.
It is a key consideration in how we are
going to create high-skill, high-wage
jobs for Americans in the future and
enhance the quality of life for middle-
class folks.

Henry Paulson is the right person at
the right time. He is going to have a
lot to do, and he is going to have to do
it in a hurry. I intend to work with
Chairman GRASSLEY and Senator BAU-
CUS to ensure we have an opportunity,
on a bipartisan basis, to tackle these
big economic issues in the right way.
Right at the top is tax reform.
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I urge colleagues today to indicate
their strong support for Henry Paulson,
head of the Treasury Department.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BAUCUS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the nomination of Henry M.
Paulson to be Secretary of the Treas-
ury. If confirmed by the Senate, he
would be the Nation’s 74th Secretary of
the Treasury.

From what I know about him from
reputation, from his work on Wall
Street, and from what I have learned in
my discussions with him, I believe
Hank Paulson will bring a kind of
strong leadership, unique expertise,
and knowledge of global financial mar-
kets and will be fully capable of keep-
ing our country competitive in a global
economy.

Mr. Paulson is a strong choice for
Treasury Secretary for many reasons.
Most people know of his talents, the in-
timate knowledge he has of the finan-
cial markets, and his ability to handle
crises. He is considered a hard worker
who is dedicated to his job and who un-
derstands the importance of strong and
capable management to run a large or-
ganization.

Today I spoke about the SWIFT pro-
gram, the very important Treasury ter-
rorism finance tracking measure that
was regrettably blown by the news-
papers last week. When I talked to
him, he obviously did not know about
it. I did not know it was going to be-
come an item of news. But as he seeks
to repair our relations with banks
across the world, his experience in
dealing with international financial
matters will be a great benefit.

He has a string of very important
challenges facing him. We have the def-
icit, which is running out of control by
reason of unsustainable entitlement
spending. The value of the dollar is
falling. How much of a problem is that?
How do we deal with it? There is a tax
gap in the IRS of roughly 15 percent of
the money that is owed or some $345
billion that is not collected. He needs
to work through the IRS to cure that.
We have a Tax Code that is so com-
plicated, even professional tax pre-
parers disagree on what the implica-
tions of many normal transactions are.
He will have to fight terrorism financ-
ing. He is going to have to confront the
issues of dealing with rogue nations
such as Iran, and others, through eco-
nomic sanctions and getting others in
the world community to join with him.

As of yesterday, as the chairman of
the appropriations subcommittee that
handles the Treasury, IRS, and other
agencies, I have found that they have
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water in their basement and they have
extremely mundane problems like
that, to the global issues that face any
Treasury Secretary. I think even the
media understands that this is a man
who has experience and whose is held
in high respect by major world finan-
cial leaders, as well as American finan-
cial leaders, and he will serve us well.

As chairman of the Transportation,
Treasury, the Judiciary, HUD, and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Sub-
committee, and as a member of the
Senate Intelligence Committee, I look
forward to working with Mr. Paulson
in meeting these challenges.

Even though he is a sophisticated
Wall Street financier, I was pleased to
find out that he is basically a Midwest
farm boy at heart. We had a very useful
and productive discussion about grow-
ing native grasses such as big and little
blue stem and Indian grass and how to
burn them in the spring to make sure
the crops come back without weeds or
other non-natives. So he has a strong
foot in reality, a Midwest farming
background, but he also has a very
strong background and expertise in fi-
nancial matters, and he has respect on
Wall Street.

I urge my colleagues to support the
nomination of Hank Paulson. This is a
time when we have many serious
issues, and having him confirmed by
this body will be a great asset to us in
dealing with everything from inter-
national negotiations, terrorism fi-
nancing, and the other significant eco-
nomic challenges the world presents
today.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, as we con-
sider the nomination of Henry Paulson
to be Secretary of the Treasury, I
think it is important to bring a reality
check to some of the claims about the
current state of the economy—those
claims made by the administration.

My colleague, Senator BENNETT,
pointed out that yesterday we had a
hearing in the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, and appearing as a witness was
Edward Lazear, chairman of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers. We had also
two outside experts who were econo-
mists testifying on the state of the
economy. Many of the Bush supporters
are claiming that the economy is
strong and everyone is benefiting, but I
doubt that many working Americans
would see it as strong as they do and
see it as benefiting them as much as it
is claimed by the administration.

It is true that the economy is experi-
encing a business cycle recovery after
the 2001 recession and after going
through the most prolonged job slump
since the 1930s. The President pointed
out that the economy has done better
since 2003 than it did in 2001 and 2002,
but they don’t talk about how this re-
covery has not been particularly strong
by the standards of previous recoveries.

This first chart shows the percentage
change in payroll employment. The
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curve here is the average of seven pre-
vious recession recovery cycles. If you
look back, historically, it is a much
more robust increase over time than
this lower line, which is the March 2001
to May 2006 statistics, the recovery in
the last several years. In fact, this re-
covery is much less than the recovery
was after the 1990 recession. That re-
covery was called the ‘‘jobless recov-
ery’ because job generation was so
slow.

So what you are seeing is that job
losses continued for much longer in
this period of time, 2001 to 2006, than
had been typical. This recovery has
been much weaker than those in the
past. At this point in the recovery,
from the 1990 to 1991 recession, the
economy had created 5 million jobs.

That is this delta right here—5 mil-
lion more jobs than have been created
in this recovery. So the difference be-
tween job generation at the same point
in March 2001 to 2006, and comparing it
to the 1990s, is plus 5 million jobs.

This situation is similar with respect
to business investment. It took much
longer for the recovery to start with
respect to business investment, and the
level of investment lagged behind what
has been typical in past recoveries.
Each year of depressed investment
means less capacity to produce goods
and services in the future.

Defenders of the President’s eco-
nomic record cannot deny that work-
ers’ wages have not been keeping up
with inflation. Part of that is a result
of many factors but, one, looking back
at the investment, it has been a rel-
atively small recovery in terms of busi-
ness investment. Here is the average of
seven previous recoveries and here is
the 1991 recovery business investment
and here is the current recovery. It is
not as robust as it has been in previous
recoveries.

As T suggested a moment ago, there
is another very palpable impact of this
bad economic news, and that is that
wages have not been keeping up with
inflation. This will be, no doubt, no
surprise to working families as they
work to get their paychecks each week.
Some have suggested that this is a re-
sult of the fact that wages are held
down but benefits are growing, and
that compensation is growing at his-
toric rates. This is not the case.

This is a chart that shows produc-
tivity, the output per hour, and real
compensation per hour. What you gen-
erally see is that productivity in-
creases will be closely tracking com-
pensation increases except over the
last several years where productivity is
going up at a significant pace, but real
compensation, wages plus benefits, is
lagging far behind. This is what the av-
erage American is confronting today
when they are looking at increased
gasoline prices, soaring health care
prices, and they are not seeing either
in their paycheck or, in many cases,
even benefit packages the same kinds
of increases that are so necessary to
keep up with an increase in inflation.
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Growth in compensation has lagged be-
hind. Wages have grown more slowly
than total compensation, but that is
not because workers are negotiating
better deals from their employers, it is
because employers are facing higher
costs for health insurance and are
squeezing workers’ wages as a result.

Increased health care prices, particu-
larly in the area of small business, is
causing many businesses to forego in-
creases they would like to give to
workers, in terms of wages, just to
keep up with increased health care
costs. This doesn’t mean a better
health care package for workers, and in
some cases workers are being dropped,
unfortunately, from health care protec-
tion because of the expense.

What we are seeing is that compensa-
tion is not Kkeeping up with produc-
tivity and, typically, compensation
does keep up with productivity. There
is another issue, too, with respect to
the situation for many American work-
ers, and that is the fact that pension
arrears have to be made up. Many com-
panies now are putting money into
pensions just to make them actuarially
sound, where in the past they might
have devoted that to wages. By and
large, the situation, when it looks at
the working men and women, is that
we are not seeing the robust increases
in wages or compensation that is im-
portant.

These points were made by one of the
witnesses yesterday at the JEC hear-
ing, chief economist of the Bank of
America, Dr. Mickey Levy, who testi-
fied that:

Wage and compensation increases have
been somewhat disappointing. Real wages
have been suppressed by higher energy costs
and have not kept pace with labor produc-
tivity gains. . . .Wages may be constrained
by higher employer costs for workers’ health
care, along with the heightened inter-
national competition related to low cost pro-
duction overseas. . . .

Wage and compensation increases
have indeed been disappointing, espe-
cially for the majority of workers who
are not getting them. Gains in average
earnings or income do not tell the real
story when they hide growing inequal-
ity. When you look at one level, you
see increases, but when you look at
how the increases are distributed
across the working population, it is an-
other story altogether.

The red bars on this chart show that
workers in the middle and bottom have
experienced a decline in real earnings,
while those at the top have experienced
gains. This is in sharp contrast to the
experience of the time from 1995 to
2000. Here in blue, in the data for gains
in terms of earnings, broken down by
the lowest 10th percentile, 25th, me-
dian, 75th, and 90th, at the upper level
in the 1990s you saw increases, but they
were almost comparable at the very
lowest level of income. You saw the
proverbial picket fence, where there
were positive gains at every percentile.
What we are seeing today is quite the
reverse of that—losses in real terms of
earnings at the lowest levels through
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the middle levels, and only at the
upper income levels are you seeing real
gains in earnings.

So the distribution of the economic
progress that is being made over the
last several years is not being shared
fairly. Those at the upper income lev-
els are seeing gains but, frankly, not
the same robust gains of the nineties.
At the bottom-income and middle-in-
come level, there is a loss in real earn-
ings.

That is not an example of an econ-
omy that is working for all Americans.
That is an economy that is working for
the very affluent Americans. The an-
swer of the Bush administration to
these economic trends is basically to
ignore them, try to gloss over them or
redefine them or explain them away.
They proposed tax cuts, which will do
very little to help this distribution of
earnings. In fact, what it does, essen-
tially, is protect more of the earnings
at the upper income levels. If we con-
tinue along the present course, we will
be undermining the economy’s longrun
capacity for growth and undermining
future living standards.

Another aspect here, too, that is not
dwelt upon by the administration is
the fact that we are virtually zero in
national savings. Without national sav-
ings, there is not the pool of invest-
ment capital necessary to provide for
the new technology, new capital of the
future. We are borrowing huge amounts
of money overseas to fund our deficit.
This is investments made in our coun-
try. But in terms of national savings of
this country, it is close to zero. In
some cases, it is negative.

These are the real problems that con-
front this country. These are the real
questions that Mr. Paulson has to ad-
dress. How do we create an economy
that performs as well as it did in the
1990s, where earnings gains are shared
virtually equally across the spectrum
of income, where low-income Ameri-
cans don’t see a loss of earnings but ac-
tually a gain? How do we ensure that
wages and compensation keep up with
productivity gains? How do we ensure
essentially and fundamentally that the
working families in this country can-
not only get by but get ahead? That is
the question that Mr. Paulson has to
answer as Secretary of the Treasury.

I think it begins with looking hard at
the deficit and the policies of the ad-
ministration with respect to taxes. I
don’t subscribe to the theory that our
deficit is caused by runaway entitle-
ment programs. We have an issue with
entitlement programs, but we also
have an issue with tax programs that
take away revenue and are targeted to
the wealthiest Americans. We have
problems with expenditures that we
cannot avoid with respect to sup-
porting our forces in the field. We can-
not stop providing equipment and ma-
teriel for our forces fighting the wars
today, and we have to take care of
them in the future. But there are sig-
nificant issues with which we have to
deal. I hope Mr. Paulson will be a
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strong voice in this administration to
look at the facts and propose realistic
solutions that benefit not just the few
who are wealthy but the vast majority
of Americans.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Rhode Island. Sen-
ator JACK REED is our voice on the
Joint Economic Committee. It is a
committee that takes a look at the
overall economy and reports to our
caucus regularly. Senator REED has
brought us economic indicators from
time to time that give us at least some
insight as to how we are doing in most
general terms in America.

Everybody measures the economy by
their own lives, their own family,
maybe their own town, but when it
comes to the appointment of a Sec-
retary of the Treasury, we take a step
back and look at the overall economy
in America.

A good Secretary of the Treasury can
make a big difference. When Bob Rubin
became Secretary of the Treasury
under President Bill Clinton, he faced
enormous challenges with huge deficits
as far as the eye could see and an econ-
omy moving ever so slowly. He put in
place those policies on an economic,
fiscal, and monetary basis that made a
big difference.

Our Nation went from a deficit in our
budget to a surplus. We actually put
the indebtedness behind us for the first
time in decades. The good news is we
did it while the wealth of America was
expanding dramatically. That period
during the Clinton years saw people
with their own savings accounts grow-
ing, more pension plans expanding,
folks buying homes and starting busi-
nesses. It was a time of great economic
expansion.

No one person deserves the credit or
the blame for our economy, but Sec-
retary of the Treasury Bob Rubin was
the right person at the right time to
speak sense to the President about
what needed to be done to make Amer-
ica strong for years to come. I have the
same confidence that Henry Paulson is
going to do that as well, and we need
him now more than ever.

I come to this with some prejudice
because Mr. Paulson is a son of Illinois.
He still calls Illinois his home. He
spent his adult years—at least re-
cently—commuting back and forth be-
tween Illinois and New York and places
around the world in his capacity as an
investment banker.

We had a terrific meeting in my of-
fice a week or two ago and talked
about his life in Illinois, the experi-
ences he had, about his family, and his
commitment to our State. I readily
concede I come to this nomination
with some bias. But I think Mr. Henry
Paulson is the right man for the job of
Secretary of the Treasury at this mo-
ment in history.

He came up through the ranks of
Goldman Sachs, starting in their Chi-
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cago office many years ago and eventu-
ally becoming the CEO of that impor-
tant investment bank. I don’t think a
person can rise to that high level with-
out understanding how business works
and how the economy works. Since
even a corner grocer knows that an or-
ganization cannot run up endless debt
forever without paying a stiff price, I
think Mr. Paulson understands that as
well. I think his business experience
may help to start balancing the books
in the Washington, DC, situation,
which has been far from balanced for a
long time. It is not a moment too soon
for someone with Mr. Paulson’s busi-
ness background to tackle this chal-
lenge.

Consider these realities Mr. Paulson
will face when he becomes Secretary of
the Treasury:

This Bush-Cheney administration has
accumulated more foreign-held debt in
the past 6 years they have been in of-
fice than all of the 42 Presidents before
President George W. Bush. In other
words, our indebtedness to foreign gov-
ernments, such as Japan, China, Korea,
and the OPEC nations, that, in fact,
bankroll the debt of America, hold
America’s mortgage, has grown in dra-
matic terms over the last 6 years.

That is not the policy President Bush
inherited from the Clinton administra-
tion, which was generating a surplus.
It is an approach he has taken which,
sadly, has left us deeply in debt. The
Bush administration came to office
with a national debt of less than $6
trillion—$6 trillion—and in just a 6-
year period of time, it is almost $9 tril-
lion, almost a 50-percent increase in
America’s mortgage, America’s na-
tional debt in the short 6-year period of
time.

During this period, all but for a few
months, the President has had a Con-
gress of his own political party. The
Republicans have controlled the House
and the Senate, and the President has
yet to veto the first spending bill in
the time he has served as President.
Not once has he said ‘‘no” to a spend-
ing bill that has come from Congress,
particularly from his Republican Con-
gress, and in the meantime his tax
policies and spending policies have
driven us into the highest level of na-
tional debt in the history of the United
States. Our indebtedness is held by
mortgagers such as China and Japan
who expect in return to have a piece of
the American economy.

Secretary of Treasury Paulson will, I
am sure, understand this, that as we
become more indebted to these foreign
nations, it is no wonder they take a
claim on our economy. Why did we
have to debate a Dubai Ports deal? Be-
cause Dubai happened to hold enough
American dollars to have clout in our
economy, and that is the reality.

As these foreign entities become
more powerful in our economy, sucking
good-paying jobs out of the United
States, it is a serious challenge for any
new Secretary of the Treasury.

The President has called for more tax
cuts, which means deeper deficits,
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more debt. It is estimated now that the
indebtedness of the United States is a
burden on every single man, woman,
and child in America to the tune of
$30,000 and growing. So in addition to a
home mortgage and a student loan, we
are unfortunately the victims of poli-
cies in Washington that increase the
indebtedness of future generations.

This has to stop. This is a disaster in
the making. We have to balance the
books and do it quickly. I hope Mr.
Paulson has the vision and the
strength to convey that message effec-
tively within this administration.

I hope he will take a very close look
at our trade policies as well. My col-
league, Senator SCHUMER, will speak
after I finish. He has been one of the
leaders in the Senate talking about the
inequities in our trade policy with
China.

I believe globalization is as inevi-
table as gravity. We know we are in a
shrinking planet. We do more business
with one another than ever before. But
when we enter into trade agreements
with countries such as China, we say
we are establishing rules of conduct,
fair trade. Unfortunately, particularly
in the case of China, many countries
ignore those rules. They violate those
rules.

The Secretary of the Treasury has to
be a strong voice to stand up for the
American economy, American busi-
nesses, and American workers to de-
mand that the countries with which we
trade play by the rules. I think free
trade is good for the future of our
world, certainly good for the future of
America. We are a land of opportunity.
We have risen to every challenge, but
we need to be involved in a fair fight
where both sides play by the rules.

The Bush administration has not
fought hard enough for these trade
agreements and understandings. When
we create a trade agreement, we need
to ensure that there are proper labor
protections in place. We are about to
consider a trade agreement with Oman,
a very small country in the Middle
East. There are good reasons for us to
enter into that trade agreement. But
when Members of the Senate suggested
to the Bush administration that we put
a prohibition in the trade agreement
with Oman that they could not use
slave labor—slave labor—to produce
goods and services sold to the United
States, the administration said: No, we
are going to remove that, we don’t
think we should go that far.

Slave labor? We should have basic
understandings of what the labor
standards will be. We know many coun-
tries will underbid us when it comes to
the cost of labor, but there ought to be
fundamental standards.

The same is true when it comes to
environmental protections. U.S. busi-
nesses operate under laws which re-
strict them in terms of their conduct,
whether it is a burden or some sort of
a problem with our environment,
whether it is water pollution or air pol-
lution or similar things. What we
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should insist on for the good of this
planet we call home is that the coun-
tries engaged in trade with the United
States also have respect for the envi-
ronment of the world. Whether it is
global warming or toxic release, we are
literally all in this together.

After we create these good trade
agreements, the Secretary of the
Treasury has to make sure there is
proper enforcement so we don’t just
give our speeches on the Senate floor
and then ignore the trade agreement
afterward.

I hope Mr. Paulson will fight harder
than his predecessors to promote trade
that is aggressive and fair. I also hope
he will push for a tougher and more
proactive stance when it comes to
China. I am sure my colleague will
speak to that further.

He has traveled to China more than
70 times. He understands the impor-
tance of this critical relationship with
this growing giant in the world econ-
omy. When we spoke in my office, I
asked him specifically to deal with cur-
rency manipulation, intellectual prop-
erty rights infringement, and trade
violations.

He also has to be very strong when it
comes to China’s labor records and
their record on the environment and
human rights. While he did not have
any specific suggestions—I didn’t ex-
pect them—I believe he was responsive,
he understands the challenge, and I
think he can rise to that challenge.
That is why I am supporting his nomi-
nation.

Finally, I hope Mr. Paulson’s sensi-
bility about the environment will be-
come a source of real leadership in this
administration. I know Mr. Paulson re-
iterated at his confirmation hearing
that he is not running to be head of the
EPA or Interior but Secretary of the
Treasury. Still, Henry Paulson is a
former chairman of the board of the
Nature Conservancy. That is a group
with which I have worked in Illinois
that has great respect for our natural
resources and has done a lot to reclaim
them for future generations.

I hope he can push the Bush adminis-
tration to take a forward look at the
issue of global warming. This is an
issue which is real, and this adminis-
tration must start immediately work-
ing with Congress to move on inter-
national agreements that deal with
global warming. Mr. Paulson’s voice at
the Cabinet table could make a dif-
ference, and I am hoping that his deep-
1y held personal beliefs will lead him to
be that voice.

I support the nomination of Hank
Paulson to become Secretary of the
Treasury. I think he will work as hard
for farmers in the heartland as he does
for bankers in New York. I look for-
ward to working with him to strength-
en America’s economy and put the Fed-
eral Government’s finances back in
order.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.
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Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I am
going to take a few minutes. I am very
happy with the support of the Senator
from Illinois for the nomination of Mr.
Paulson, but I challenge what was just
said.

There is no question we have deficits.
There is also no question that on 9/11,
we experienced a great economic shock
and we had a recession that was big.
The tax cuts have led to the highest
revenues this Federal Government has
ever had.

On the spending side, I find it some-
what curious, the Senator from Illinois
ranks No. 6 in the most spending voted
for in the Senate last year. He ranks
No. 8 in the cosponsorship of the most
new spending outside the appropria-
tions bills. You can’t have it both
ways. You can’t complain that we are
in deficits and we are in debt and never
vote to lower the spending, never vote
for amendments that trim wasteful
spending, and then complain that
somebody else made you do it.

If we look at the voting record on ap-
propriations bills, there are not very
many noes coming from that vote. The
way we control spending—and we have
proven it on our committee, the Fed-
eral management oversight com-
mittee—we identified over $200 billion
worth of waste. If we want to balance
the budget, let’s have everybody on
both sides of the aisle voting to trim
the waste, fraud, and abuse out of the
Federal Government, rather than when
we go to a conference or a meeting
with the President when there is excess
money and demanding more spending,
not less.

The numbers are fairly revealing.
Last year, Senator DURBIN sponsored
$93 billion in new spending—new spend-
ing, outside of what we did on appro-
priations. He put his name to spend $93
billion, and he put his name to trim
$100 million. That is the problem we
have. It is not taxes, it is wasteful
spending and the idea that the only
way we can accomplish something is to
spend more money.

I am for the same priorities. We need
to help the people who need help in this
country. But we will never be able to
afford it in the future without stealing
from our kids if we don’t do the hard
work to get rid of the waste now, and
that means voting against appropria-
tions bills, not voting for them. The
President signed what the Senator
from Illinois voted for.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
to speak in enthusiastic support of the
nomination of Henry Hank Paulson to
be the 74th Treasury Secretary.

I have known Hank Paulson for 15
years. I recommend him to my col-
leagues wholeheartedly and without
reservation. He is one of those great
New Yorkers who come from some-
where else—in this case, the heartland
of America—come to our city and be-
come part of its life and a vital part of
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this country and actually this world’s
economy.

Mr. President, Hank is an extraor-
dinary leader, a great financial think-
er, a businessman, a father, and, as I
said, an adopted son of New York.
Hank has excelled in every area of
life—from the classroom to the football
field to the boardroom and everywhere
in between.

One of the things I like best about
Hank is he is a straight shooter. He
gives you direct answers to direct ques-
tions. We sure need somebody like that
now.

He graduated from Dartmouth in 1968
and received his MBA from Harvard. He
worked at the Defense Department, the
Nixon White House, and then found his
true calling at Goldman Sachs where
he worked for 32 years. He became
chairman and chief executive officer of
Goldman in 1999, and should he be con-
firmed, he will continue a long history,
a great tradition of leaders from Gold-
man serving in the Government, in-
cluding Bob Rubin, one of the great
Treasury Secretaries, and Jon Corzine,
our former colleague, now Governor of
New Jersey, and John Whitehead, who
served honorably and well as Deputy
Secretary of State under Ronald
Reagan.

But the issue Hank really goes off
the charts about, I say to my col-
leagues—particularly my colleagues on
this side of the aisle will be happy to
know—is the environment. Sometimes
he would call me up and I would be
sure he was talking to me about swaps
or banking or some esoteric financial
issue, and he would be talking to me
about an environmental policy. I don’t
think he ever gets more enthusiastic
than when he is talking about some
rare bird that he saw on one of his bird-
watching jaunts. He is an avid environ-
mentalist and lover of all things in na-
ture. I hope a few of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle will not hold
that against him.

He is also one of those unique, good
people who could fill any number of
Cabinet posts. For instance, given his
environmental proclivities, he would
be a great Secretary of the Interior.
But financial issues and the health of
the global economy are his passions,
that is mostly where he is needed, and
I am glad the President has nominated
him for this post.

In the world of finance and inter-
national markets, there is simply no
equal to Hank. At this critical point in
our economy’s history, we need Hank’s
expertise and experience to lead the
way.

The bottom line, Mr. President—you
know it because we traveled to China
together—we are at an amazing time
economically. The world economy is
becoming integrated, closer and closer
every year. There is almost a one world
labor market. Capital flows freely to
every corner of the world. These cir-
cumstances present tremendous chal-
lenges for our Nation, in our desire to
remain the world’s economic leader,
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and for the world as we try to integrate
this system. One of the great chal-
lenges we face is we are converging
into one economic system, but we don’t
have one political system, and the
bumps and grinds which that causes
are large.

So we need someone who understands
markets. We need someone who has
great experience traveling the world
and knowing how the rest of the
world’s economic system works. Hank
Paulson has all of those qualities. I am
particularly glad that he knows a
whole lot about China—I think he has
been there over 70 times—because I be-
lieve the most important bilateral eco-
nomic relationship in the next decade
or two will be the American-Chinese
relationship. Hank has the ability to
understand the economies of both
countries and figure out how we can
work together.

I have been very concerned about
China playing by the rules. I have been
very concerned that China doesn’t sim-
ply seek the advantages of free trade
but not the responsibilities. I have re-
lated these concerns to Hank Paulson.

On currency, Senator GRAHAM and I
have worked closely with his prede-
cessor, and you, Mr. President, have
been involved in those issues as well as
we traveled to China together. And we
have worked to push and prod China to
allow its currency to float based on
international market forces. We have
made some progress, but the progress
since July has been too little, particu-
larly in light of the fact that the Chi-
nese assured us they know they have to
get to a place where their currency
floats.

Hank’s extensive experience in
China, his personal relationships with
both the Government and business
side—where, incidentally, there is
quite a dichotomy. Most of the
businesspeople and people even on the
economic side of Government under-
stand the need for free markets. That
is in China’s interests—not just Amer-
ica’s—that China open up its markets.
But a lot of people on the Government
side are afraid of that. They don’t like
change. They don’t like giving up con-
trol.

I think Hank Paulson is the right
man at the right place at the right
time to tackle the issue of persuading
China to open up its markets more
quickly. I believe that he is going to be
able to show the Chinese that it is not
only in our interest but in their inter-
est as well to allow the yuan to float
freely and to open up China’s vast eco-
nomic markets to American financial
firms.

On financial services liberalization, I
know Hank will work closely with Am-
bassador Schwab, who was just con-
firmed, to make sure that China lives
up to its WTO commitments. This is
going to be very important in the next
few months because on December 11 of
this year, many of the current restric-
tions faced by American financial
firms that want to do business in
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China, such as purchase Chinese com-
panies or open up branches in China,
will be lifted. Hank is the perfect per-
son to monitor China’s progress and,
more importantly, to prod the Chinese
to go further than they have already
promised.

In short, Mr. President, Henry
Paulson is a thoughtful, dedicated, and
renowned financial leader. I think this
country will greatly benefit from his
leadership. I am not at all shy about
criticizing the President’s nominees
when I don’t think they measure up to
the job. I have done that in the judicial
area repeatedly. But when the Presi-
dent nominates a sterling person, that
person deserves praise and credit and,
in my judgment, unanimous support in
this body, and I believe that Hank
Paulson is such a person.

I will be proud to vote aye when his
name is offered on this floor in a few
hours.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I wish
to address the nomination of Henry
Paulson to be Secretary of the Treas-
ury. I believe there is no question that
Mr. Paulson is more than qualified to
be Secretary of the Treasury, and it is
to his credit that he is willing to give
up the helm of Goldman-Sachs to serve
his country in such a significant way. I
am pleased that we have a nominee of
this caliber.

However, I have raised concerns
stemming from Mr. Paulson’s well-
known personal views on conservation
and affiliations with groups such as the
Nature Conservancy. Representing a
State where about half of the land is
already federally owned, and much
more is otherwise federally restricted
as to use, private property rights a
very big concern. Similarly, our vast
energy resources in the State of Wyo-
ming are essential to our country’s na-
tional energy policy, and we struggle
to maintain a balance between develop-
ment of those resources and the qual-
ity of life we enjoy in Wyoming.

I submitted several written questions
to Mr. Paulson after our Committee on
Finance hearing, and we have had good
follow-up discussion on these issues. He
has assured me that he is a strong ad-
vocate for personal property rights and
has committed to working with me and
the Senate to pursue a sensible policy.

I am pleased to be able to lend my
support to Mr. Paulson, and I look for-
ward to working with him.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my support for the
nomination of Henry M. Paulson, Jr.,
to be Secretary of the Department of
the Treasury. Mr. President, American
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economy has changed dramatically in
the past decade. International eco-
nomic policy now has a direct effect on
our domestic economy. The informa-
tion age has transformed America’s
economic future. This new economy re-
quires a new Kkind of Treasury Sec-
retary. It requires someone who is ex-
perienced and knowledgeable in both
the domestic and the international
marketplace. It requires someone who
has demonstrated exemplary leader-
ship in both government and private
enterprise. Henry Paulson will bring
these vital skills to the Department of
Treasury.

Mr. Paulson’s outstanding career in
both the public and private sectors has
clearly demonstrated his ability to
serve as our Nation’s next Treasury
Secretary. Prior to joining The Gold-
man Sachs Group Inc., Mr. Paulson
served the public as White House do-
mestic Council staff assistant to the
President from 1972 to 1973 and as staff
assistant to the Assistant Secretary of
Defense at the Pentagon from 1970 to
1972. In 1974, Henry Paulson decided to
enter the private sector. He joined The
Goldman Sachs Group, Inc., in Chicago.
Mr. Paulson worked his way up
through the ranks of Goldman Sachs
and is currently serving as chairman
and chief executive officer. Clearly,
Henry Paulson has had a very distin-
guished 32 year career in the private
business sector.

Our Nation will be fortunate to have
a Treasury Secretary with such broad
and varied expertise, and these experi-
ences will prove vital in leading a pro-
gressively diverse economy. I believe
Henry Paulson will be an exemplary
Treasury Secretary. He has already
spoken of his keen appreciation for the
role capital markets play in driving
growth and efficiency, the
globalization of finance and inter-
dependence of major world economies,
and ensuring that America’s industries
can compete in the new global econ-
omy. I am confident Henry Paulson
will seek to strengthen and advance
the competitive edge of our economy. I
am certain his experience and leader-
ship will be great assets in achieving
these important goals.

Mr. President, it is my great honor
to support Henry Paulson to head the
Department of the Treasury.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I wish to
express my support for the nomination
of Henry Paulson for Treasury Sec-
retary. I believe we are quite fortunate
to have someone of Mr. Paulson’s cal-
iber nominated to this vitally impor-
tant position. Mr. Paulson has quite
ably served in Government before in
several positions before embarking on
his impressive career on Wall Street,
which culminated in his becoming CEO
and chairman of Goldman Sachs. I am
hard-pressed to think of many others
in this country who might be more
qualified for this position than Mr.
Paulson.

Henry Paulson is joining the Bush
administration at a very important
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time. Our Federal Government is in a
precarious position as it stares down
the abyss of ever-increasing entitle-
ment obligations that threaten to
swallow more and more Government
revenue and, along with it, other vi-
tally needed programs. As our Nation’s
baby boomers enter their retirement
years, we will have fewer people work-
ing per retiree to support them while
the cost of providing them benefits in-
exorably increases. It is a trend that
cannot continue without bankrupting
the country. Despite the highly par-
tisan environment in which we find
ourselves, it is at precisely this mo-
ment in history when our economy is
strong and Government revenues are
increasing sharply that we need strong
leadership both from Congress and the
administration. I believe that strong
leadership and some bipartisan co-
operation we will be able to success-
fully address these growing problems
and come up with a lasting solution.

Now is also a propitious time to con-
sider how to address the difficult prob-
lems facing our tax system. We need an
Internal Revenue Code that is simpler,
that promotes savings and economic
growth, and that allows American busi-
nesses to compete fairly in the global
marketplace. The Tax Code should
serve the interests of the many, not
the few, and one that is worthy of this
great Nation.

Mr. Paulson is uniquely qualified to
address the issues facing our country
today. I view the expediency by which
we have acted on his nomination as a
confirmation both of Mr. Paulson’s fit-
ness for the job as well as of the impor-
tance of the position of Treasury Sec-
retary. I urge my colleagues to vote to
confirm him as our next Treasury Sec-
retary.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the nomination of Henry
Paulson to be the next Secretary of the
Treasury. I had the pleasure of meeting
with Mr. Paulson, and we talked about
a range of issues.

I was most impressed with his com-
mitment to protecting our environ-
ment and his record as a conserva-
tionist. I believe this administration
needs someone committed to pro-
tecting our natural resources—even if
he is at Treasury.

I found Mr. Paulson to be an engag-
ing and thoughtful person. These are
qualities we need in our next Secretary
of the Treasury, because he will have
his work cut out for him. He faces an
impending crisis not of his making, and
for which courage and persistence will
be needed to even begin the process of
righting the ship.

From the kitchen table to the na-
tional debt trade imbalance, our econ-
omy continues to move in the wrong
direction. The middle-class is being
squeezed like never before. Under the
policies of this administration, fami-
lies are forced to work harder and
harder to make ends meet.

In Nevada, families, farmers, and
businesses are on track to pay approxi-
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mately $3 billion for gasoline this year.
That is over $1.5 billion more than was
spent in our State in 2001. The cost of
college tuition in Nevada has increased
2 percent, while Federal student aid
has failed to keep pace.

But this is not just a Nevada story. It
is an American story. Nationwide,
since President Bush took office, en-
ergy prices have increased nearly 100
percent, health premiums have in-
creased by 71 percent, college tuition
has increased nearly 60 percent, and
the price of housing has risen dramati-
cally, all while wages have been stag-
nant despite growing productivity.

Instead of focusing on the needs of
middle-class families, the Bush admin-
istration has ignored their problems.
The President argues that the economy
is doing great—he thinks middle-class
families are in fine shape. Meanwhile,
he is pursuing policies that would only
make matters worse.

The twin trade and budget deficits
accumulated under President Bush
have put the United States in a precar-
ious situation. To fund our record
trade deficits—which have more than
doubled under President Bush—we have
had to sell U.S. assets to foreigners. In
2005 alone, the United States sold to
foreign governments and investors a
portion of the U.S. economy that was
larger than the combined economies of
Nevada, Arizona, Ohio, Montana,
Rhode Island, Wyoming, and North Da-
kota. Take a moment to absorb that
fact.

And, the problem is just getting
worse. If current trends continue, in 20
years, we will have sold the entire
wealth of America to foreign countries
and foreign investors. It turns out that
when President Bush talks about an
‘“‘ownership society’” he means that
under his policies, all of our assets will
eventually be owned by foreigners.

Our trade deficit has been driven in
part by unfair practices overseas, like
currency manipulation in China. A
number of people have raised concerns
about Mr. Paulson’s extensive ties to
China while working for Goldman
Sachs. I hope that those ties will give
him the credibility and the negotiating
toughness to make much needed
progress with the Chinese Government.
The Bush administration has talked a
good game on getting China to end its
unfair currency manipulation, but it
has not delivered. To date, the Bush
administration’s policy has been rhet-
oric, not action, and on occasion, its
excuses for its failures have sounded
like the administration was an apolo-
gist for China’s practice of currency
manipulation. Mr. Paulson has to fi-
nally get this problem under control.

Mr. Paulson will also need to address
the enormous Federal budget deficits
and the growing Federal debt. The
Bush administration turned a record
surplus generated during the Clinton
administration into a string of record
deficits. President Bush inherited a
unified budget surplus of $236 billion
from President Clinton, the largest
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surplus in American history. Budget
surpluses were expected to continue for
another 10 years when President Bush
took office in January 2001.

By 2002, however, President Bush’s
policies had helped return the unified
Federal budget to a deficit of $158 bil-
lion. The budget deficit has since
reached historic highs. This year, the
budget deficit is expected to exceed
$300 billion. Of course, after this Presi-
dent’s fiscal nightmare, that is not
even a record. President Bush owns
them all—$412 billion in 2004, $378 bil-
lion in 2003 and $319 billion in 2005.

Our fiscal problems will only grow
worse in coming years as the baby
boom generation retires.

In the last b years, the gross Federal
debt has grown by almost $3 trillion.
And it will exceed $11.8 trillion by 2011
if we don’t do something to change
course. And more and more of that
debt is owed to people outside the
United States. The United States has
had to borrow more money from over-
seas during President Bush’s b years in
office than we borrowed during all pre-
vious Presidents combined. By con-
trast, during the last 3 years of the
Clinton administration, the United
States paid off more than $200 billion
in debt to foreigners.

History is clear that these rising
Federal budget deficits will ultimately
cause long-term interest rates to in-
crease. These costs are a hidden tax
and will appear in the form of higher
interest rates on home mortgages, auto
loans, credit cards, and other types of
consumer debt. As Mr. Paulson stated
in his confirmation hearing, the longer
we wait to deal with these fiscal chal-
lenges, the more expensive it will be to
solve them. At the end of the day, it is
hard-working families and our grand-
children who will pay the price for the
Republicans’ fiscal recklessness.

Unfortunately, the majority’s fiscal
policy, like its policy in Iraq, is more
of the same—more of the same tax
breaks targeted at multimillionaires,
more of the same huge deficits, more of
the same rising debt.

We can’t just go on this way, placing
greater and greater burdens on our
children and grandchildren. I hope that
the new Secretary of the Treasury will
be aggressive in forcing the adminis-
tration to confront these pressing eco-
nomic challenges head on, because
more of the same just won’t cut it.

We need a new direction.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, it is my
great pleasure to come to the Chamber
to express my strong support for the
nomination of my good friend, Hank
Paulson, someone I admire tremen-
dously, to lead the Department of
Treasury. He is an outstanding choice
to be the Nation’s top economic policy
official.

With 32 years of experience in fi-
nance, the last 8 of which he has served
as president and CEO of Goldman
Sachs, which, as we all know, is one of
the Nation’s largest financial institu-
tions in the world, Hank Paulson is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

eminently qualified to craft and carry
out the President’s economic policies.
Former Treasury Secretary Bob Rubin,
who was also Hank’s boss at Goldman
Sachs, agrees that he is ‘‘smart, he’s
bright, he’s thoughtful, and he’s in-
tense. He’s a very good choice.”

Hank will lead with drive, with pas-
sion, and a deep understanding of how
Government policies affect the capital
markets throughout the world as well
as America’s economic growth. With
his detailed and intimate knowledge of
global finance and his ability to thrive
under pressure, America’s economic
leadership will be in very capable
hands.

Hank Paulson is extraordinarily tal-
ented, smart, and hard working. He
also happens to be a man of sterling
character. Known for his candor and
his down-to-earth demeanor, Senator
SCHUMER calls Hank a ‘‘straight shoot-
er.”” He has led a life of impeccable in-
tegrity.

He grew up on a farm in Illinois. His
high marks led him to Dartmouth,
where he became a member of Phi Beta
Kappa and a football star. He was
named All Ivy, All East, and earned an
honorable-mention All American. After
earning an MBA from Harvard Business
School, Hank went into public service
as a staff assistant to the Secretary of
Defense. In 1974, he joined the Chicago
office of Goldman Sachs, where over
the next three decades he rose to presi-
dent and CEO.

Hank understands the macropicture,
the global picture, as well as the
micropicture, the more intimate, more
defined microlevel. He understands the
concerns of America’s hard-working
families and how big decisions here in
Washington affect individual lives in a
very personal way and in intimate
ways and affect those individual oppor-
tunities.

He inherits a thriving economy—as
cited again and again, a b5.3-percent
gross domestic product growth in the
first quarter, unemployment at his-
toric lows, 5.3 million new jobs after 33
consecutive months of job gains, and
home ownership at historic highs.

He understands that Americans are
feeling those challenges in their every-
day lives, those challenges of high gas
prices, of escalating costs that seem to
be skyrocketing out of the average per-
son’s reach.

He shares the Republican Party’s
conviction that we need to continue
those progrowth, low-tax policies in
order to continue to create jobs and to
foster more innovation.

I am confident that under his leader-
ship, America will continue to grow, to
thrive, and expand. I look forward to
voting to confirm Hank Paulson in a
few moments as Secretary of the
Treasury and to working with him to
keep America moving forward.

At this time, I know of no others who
desire to speak on the Paulson nomina-
tion, and I urge the Senate to vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is,
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Will the Senate advise and consent to
the nomination of Henry M. Paulson,
Jr., of New York, to be Secretary of the
Treasury?

The nomination was confirmed.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, as our col-
leagues know, there will be no further
votes today and no rollcall votes today.
We will be in session a bit longer as we
finish the business over the course of
the next little bit. When I close, I will
have more to say about the schedule
for tomorrow and Friday as well.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action.

————
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10
minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

OBJECTION TO PROCEEDING TO
THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS BILL

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, the
major telecommunications legislation
reported today by the Senate Com-
merce Committee is badly flawed. The
bill makes a number of major changes
in the country’s telecommunications
law, but there is one provision that is
nothing more than a license to dis-
criminate. Without a clear policy pre-
serving the neutrality of the Internet
and without tough sanctions against
those who would discriminate, the
Internet will be forever changed for the
worse.

This one provision threatens to di-
vide the Internet into technology haves
and have-nots. This one provision con-
centrates even more power in the
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hands of the special interests that own
the pipelines to the Internet. This one
provision codifies discrimination on
the Internet by a handful of large tele-
communications and cable providers.
This one provision will allow large,
special interests to saddle consumers
and small businesses alike with new
and discriminatory fees over and above
what they already pay for Internet ac-
cess. This one small provision is akin
to hurling a giant wrecking ball at the
Internet.

The inclusion of this provision com-
pels me to state that I will object to a
unanimous consent request to the Sen-
ate proceeding with this legislation
until a provision that provides true
Internet neutrality is included.

This bill means the American people
will no longer be able to use the Inter-
net free from discrimination. Sure, the
time it takes you to access the Web
might be slower with dial-up, or you
might zoom around the Web at warp
speed, but you get to choose the speed.
Today, whatever speed you chose
doesn’t make any difference in which
sites you can visit. You still get access
to any site you want. This is the beau-
ty and the genius of the Internet. The
Net is neutral.

The days of unfettered, unlimited,
and free access to any site on the
World Wide Web, what I call Net neu-
trality, are being threatened. Those
who own the pipes, the giant cable and
phone companies, want to discriminate
in which sites you can access. If they
get their way, not only will you have
to pay more for faster speeds, you will
have to pay more for something you
get for free today: unfettered access to
every site on the World Wide Web. To
me, that is discrimination, pure and
simple.

The Internet has thrived precisely
because it is neutral. It has thrived be-
cause consumers, and not some giant
cable or phone company, get to choose
what they want to see and how quickly
they get to see it. I am not going to
allow a bill to go forward that is going
to end surfing the Web free of discrimi-
nation.

The large interests have made it
clear that if this bill moves forward,
they will begin to discriminate. A
Verizon Communications executive has
called for an ‘“‘end to Google’s ‘free
lunch.”” A Bell South executive has
said that he wants the Internet to be
turned into a ‘‘pay-for-performance
marketplace.”” What they and other
cable and phone company executives
are proposing is that instead of pro-
viding equal access for everyone to the
same content at the same price, they
will set up sweetheart arrangements to
play favorites. Without net neutrality
protections, this bill is bad news for
consumers and anyone who today en-
joys unlimited access to all of the Net’s
applications, service and content.

There is no doubt in my mind that
American consumers and small busi-
ness will be the losers in this fight if
this bill is allowed to move forward.
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Right now, a computer science major
at the University of Oregon is working
on the next big thing for the Internet.
But she will never get the chance to
get the next big thing out there if she
cannot pay the big fees that will be
charged tomorrow for the same Inter-
net access she gets for free today.

Right now in Pendleton, OR, there is
a small family wheat farm where dad is
monitoring the fertilizer on their crop
via a new Web service program that his
son bought. If the network operators
have their way, this Web service will
get so expensive that it will be out of
reach for this family farmer.

As a Senator who has devoted him-
self to keeping the Internet free from
discrimination, from discriminatory
taxes and regulations to assuring off-
line protections apply to online con-
sumer activities as well, I cannot stand
by and allow the bill to proceed with
this provision. The inclusion of this
provision compels me to inform my
colleagues that I will object to any
unanimous consent request for the
Senate to move to consider S. 2686, the
Communications Consumer’s Choice,
and Broadband Deployment Act.

There are other provisions in this
legislation, such as the one relating to
my proposal for the creation of kids
television tiers, that are problematic,
but none of them rises to the same
level of concern as the one relating to
network neutrality. Therefore, I will
object to any further action on this
telecommunications bill until it in-
cludes a strong net neutrality provi-
sion that will truly benefit consumers
and small business.

Mr. President, Senator GRASSLEY and
I have spent over a decade fighting to
ensure that when a Senator puts a hold
on or blocks a major piece of legisla-
tion that there is accountability. We
have required, under our proposal, that
holds are publicly announced. Because
I feel so strongly about this way of ap-
proaching holds, I have come to the
floor tonight to announce that I intend
to object to any unanimous consent re-
quest for the United States Senate to
move to consider S. 2686, the tele-
communications reform legislation
that came from the Senate Commerce
Committee a bit ago.

The reason I have come to the floor
to make this announcement is that I
believe this legislation is a license to
discriminate on the Internet. Right
now, we all know that when you use
your browser, you get to go where you
want, when you want, how you want.
The Internet’s special quality is that
all content is treated equally. It is my
fear that, as a result of this legislation
without a clear policy preserving the
neutrality of the Internet, and without
tough sanctions against those who
would discriminate, the Internet will
be changed forever against the public
interest.

In the beginning of these remarks—
and it is my intent to be brief—I com-
pliment Senator STEVENS, Chairman of
the Commerce Committee, and Rank-
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ing Member INOUYE, with respect to the
procedure for how this legislation was
considered.

Late last winter I was allowed to
come to the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee as a former member of the com-
mittee and make a presentation with
respect to why I thought an Internet
free of discrimination was so impor-
tant. I introduced the first legislation,
the Internet Nondiscrimination Act,
back in March. Since then I have
worked closely with colleagues, par-
ticularly Senator SNOWE and Senator
DORGAN, who have done such a great
job championing an Internet free of
discrimination. We have all worked for
many months in trying to preserve a
free and open Internet.

Unfortunately, despite the valiant
work of those two Senators, Senators
SNOWE and DORGAN, and with the help
of others, particularly Senator CANT-
WELL, who spoke eloquently about why
a free-from-discrimination Internet is
so important, they were not successful.
So now there is the prospect of major
changes in the way the Internet works,
changes that will affect millions of
businesses and millions of consumers.
At a minimum, I believe these changes
are so important and mean so much to
our country, it ought to be possible for
the Senate to slow this down and take
the time to consider what the implica-
tions are of a badly flawed piece of leg-
islation with respect to its treatment
of the Internet.

The failure to include what is called
“Net neutrality’ legislation is failure
to keep the principle of keeping the
Net free from discrimination. In my
view, we run the prospect of dividing
the Internet into technology haves and
have-nots. What will happen is even
more power will be concentrated in the
hands of special interests that own the
pipelines to the Net. In effect, the leg-
islation codifies discrimination on the
Net by giving a green light to a handful
of large telecommunications and cable
providers to set up what could be a sys-
tem that will allow for differential
treatment.

It means, for example, one small
business may get service that won’t be
as good as another’s. That translates,
in my view, if it is done by deliberate
design on the basis of who can pay,
into discrimination.

The failure to include the Net neu-
trality legislation that Senators DOR-
GAN and SNOWE and I and others have
worked on for so long is going to allow
the special interests to saddle the
startup businesses, the consumers, and
the innovators with a variety of new
and discriminatory fees over and above
what they already pay for Internet ac-
cess.

In my view, what has happened
today, failing to include provisions
that keep the Net free of discrimina-
tion, is like throwing a huge wrecking
ball at this extraordinary tele-
communications innovation that we all
enjoy, known as the Net. The failure to
include this provision compels me to
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state this objection to going forward
on this legislation because I believe the
days of unfettered, unlimited access to
any site on the World Wide Web is
threatened by this bill as written.
Those who own the pipes, the cable
companies and the phone companies,
will be able to play favorites with re-
spect to the sites that Americans can
access.

If they get their way, not only will
Americans have to pay more for faster
speeds, they will have to pay more for
how they use the Internet once they
choose what speed to access it by,
something they get for free today after
they pay their basic access charge. In
my view, the Internet has been such a
great success precisely because it was
free of discrimination. It thrives be-
cause the marketplace, consumers,
small businesses, and others were able
to choose what they wanted to see and
how quickly they wanted to see it. So
I am not going to let a bill like this go
forward because it will end surfing the
Web free of discrimination.

The large interests that have backed
the legislation have written and have
already made clear what their designs
are. This is not some kind of atomic se-
cret, Mr. President. There have been
lengthy articles in the Wall Street
Journal, for example, about pay-to-
play. It outlined in great detail all of
the ways in which the companies could
play favorites, could give a break to a
business who had a bit more money,
and send somebody else who didn’t
have the funds off to the second tier.
Instead of providing equal access for
everyone to the same content at the
same price, what we would have are
sweetheart arrangements where cer-
tain parties would win and other par-
ties would lose. This, in my view, is
bad news for consumers and anyone
who enjoys unlimited access to all of

the Net’s applications, services, and
content.
Right now, there is a computer

science major at the University of Or-
egon in my home State who is working
on the next big thing for the Internet
and has great dreams. I am sure that at
universities and in garages in OKkla-
homa, where the Presiding Officer is
from, there are constituents who are
also working on the next big thing. My
concern is that those dreamers in Okla-
homa and Oregon, and the innovators
and the people with the cutting edge
ideas, would not get the chance to get
the next big idea out because they
would not be able to pay the big fees
that Internet providers will charge to-
morrow for them to get priority access
to consumers or get stuck in the slow
lane. Of course, they are going to be up
against people, as they fight to show
the worth of their idea, who can pay
those big fees and have an advantage
over them in the marketplace.

What is especially troubling to me,
Mr. President, is it seems that if you
have an innovative startup in Oregon
or Oklahoma or elsewhere in our coun-
try, you are going to be up against
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these new barriers. But guess what?
Our competitors around the world
don’t have the same kind of barriers
with. So what I am concerned about is
that if you have a good idea in our
country, a promising kind of startup,
and you run up against all of these hur-
dles—these new discriminatory hurdles
placed on the Internet—you are going
to say, what the heck, I cannot com-
pete in that kind of situation, so I will
just take the business overseas.

What I want to do—and I know the
Senator from Oklahoma wants to do
it—is create high-skill, high-wage jobs
in our country. We ought to keep the
incentives here rather than making it
attractive to take promising ideas
overseas. I have been involved in a lot
of technology issues, and the principle
that I have always thought was most
important was ensuring that there is
no discrimination.

Today, I was very pleased that the
Senate Finance Committee accepted
my amendment to make permanent the
ban on discriminatory and multiple
taxes on electronic commerce. We have
been at this since 1996. We passed it
three times in the Senate, always by
large majorities, and I said let’s get at
it now and make it permanent so that
we give predictability and certainty in
the marketplace. I was very bpleased
that, with the support of GRASSLEY and
BAucus, I was able to win passage of
that legislation that involved taxes,
ensuring that there was no discrimina-
tion in the tax and the electronic com-
merce areas. I was Dpleased that it
passed.

Unfortunately, what was done today
in the Commerce Committee by giving
a green light to discriminators undoes
a lot of what the Senate has done over
the last few years in terms of ensuring
nondiscrimination in electronic com-
merce.

We made sensible decisions in the tax
arena because we barred discrimina-
tion as it related to taxing electronic
commerce. Now the Senate Commerce
Committee comes along and says we
are going to pass on this Net neutrality
issue; we are not going to include it, so
now there can be other forms of dis-
crimination on the Net. That makes no
sense to me, and it seems particularly
ironic today, of all days, as the Senate
has been trying to prevent discrimina-
tion in the taxation area of electronic
commerce, to essentially undo that im-
portant policy by allowing unprece-
dented discrimination in the market-
place.

There is another area I think is
worth noting as I object to the consid-
eration of S. 2686. We have heard from
a number of those opposed to Net neu-
trality legislation that there has been
no problem, that there are no instances
of discrimination. No. 1, that is factu-
ally incorrect because there is already
a major Federal Communications Com-
mission case, Madison River case, and
No. 2, the big telecoms and cable com-
panies have already announced their
plans to discriminate. I have described
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the plans in the Wall Street Journal
which are not any kind of hidden effort
to sneak something by people. The
Wall Street Journal describes the plans
for differential treatment.

I note, as we consider this issue, the
consequences of discrimination. If
those who want to discriminate—and
my sense is, by their own admissions,
they are going to start very quickly—
are able to set in place the discrimina-
tory routers and other equipment that
would allow them to treat those small
businesses and individuals differently,
once those routers and other discrimi-
natory systems are in place, it is going
to be very difficult to undo them. They
will be embedded in that system of
pipes and infrastructure which makes
it possible for Americans to enjoy the
Net. I am not willing to sit by and let
all of those discriminatory routers and
other Kkinds of complicated systems
that make up the pipes for the Net go
into effect without an opportunity for
the Senate to really consider the con-
sequences.

We are talking with respect to this
legislation and its absence of strong
Net neutrality language, about chang-
ing policy that has been the bedrock of
the telecommunications field for many
years—non-discrimination.

This legislation contains a variety of
major changes in the country’s tele-
communications law. I happen to sup-
port many of them. But I will tell the
Senate tonight that a communications
bill that does not embed, and do it
clearly, that the Internet will be free of
discrimination is legislation that I be-
lieve is badly flawed.

This is a complicated subject. There
are differing views on Net neutrality
and I am the first to admit it. But I
think all sides would agree that this is
a complicated issue. It ought to be one
the Senate takes the time to really
think through. And I will make it clear
to the Senate that I, for one, feel so
strongly about ensuring telecommuni-
cations policy continues to be based on
principles that bar discrimination that
I am taking this action tonight for pur-
poses of carrying out that objective.

Let me state again, it is my intent to
object to any further action on this
legislation, S. 2686, until it includes a
strong Net neutrality provision that
will ensure there is a vibrant, healthy
Internet for decades to come.

My colleagues, Senator SNOWE and
Senator DORGAN, did a superb job this
afternoon in making the case for our
point of view. I am very proud to have
been able to work with them. The leg-
islation they introduced is very similar
to mine. Unfortunately, the Snowe-
Dorgan legislation went down on a tie
vote in the Commerce Committee
today. However, this discussion needs
to continue. I hope the Senate will in-
sist that the way the Internet works
today, and particularly its egalitarian
nature where everybody uses their
browser and gets to where they want,
when they want, how they want, is con-
tinued for generations to come.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT JULIANO

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to take note of the 65th birthday
of Robert Juliano.

Robert Juliano has spent more time
working on Capitol Hill than most
Members of Congress. He is a longtime
political adviser, labor representative,
and champion of philanthropic causes.

He recently received the Sons of
Italy in America 2006 Humanitarian
Award for his support of charitable
causes, including the National Coali-
tion for Breast Cancer, the Lions Club,
and the Crusade of Mercy.

I am proud that Bob hails from the
city of Big Shoulders, the son of an
Italian immigrant. Bob grew up on the
West Side of Chicago and worked in
that great city’s hotel industry in the
1960s and 1970s starting as an elevator
operator. From there, he came to
Washington, DC, to serve as legislative
representative for the Hotel and Res-
taurant Employees International
Union. He served as chairman and vice
chairman of the U.S. Government’s
Travel and Tourism Advisory Board in
the 1980s and 1990s. He has worked to
protect the health care benefits of re-
tired miners and worked on nearly
every major piece of labor legislation
over the last 30 years.

It is clear Bob Juliano never forgot
his roots. And he never forgot the
workers who need a strong voice for
their values. One of the reasons Bob
has been so successful is his ability to
bring people of all political persuasions
together to work on the most pressing
issues we face. It is a skill that is in
great shortage these days.

I wish Bob Juliano well on his 65th
birthday.

———————

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

SPECIALIST BOBBY WEST

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I rise
today in honor one of our Nation’s fall-
en, Army SPC Bobby West. He died de-
fending this Nation so that others
might have the same freedoms we cher-
ish as Americans. For those who knew
Specialist West, he will be remembered
for the laughter he brought to the lives
of those around him. He will also be re-
membered for acting on his conviction
of defending and fighting for the values
and liberties we hold so dear as Ameri-
cans.

At 17, after graduating from Beebe
High school, Bobby enlisted with the
Arkansas National Guard. Like so
many of us, he was deeply affected by
the terrorist attacks that took place
on September 11, 2001. However, he felt
that the burden to defend our country
rested squarely on his shoulders and
shortly thereafter he enlisted in the
Army with his older brother Patrick.
Specialist West served our country in
Egypt’s Sinai Peninsula before being
sent to Iraq. Tragically, he was serving
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his second tour of duty in Iraq and was
killed when a roadside bomb detonated
while he was on foot patrol with his
unit in Baghdad on May 30. His unit
was scheduled to leave Iraq in the fall.

I am honored to stand here today and
pay tribute to a great soldier and more
importantly a loving son, brother and
friend. His loved ones remember how
much laughter he brought to their
lives with his quick wit and sense of
humor. His fellow soldiers will remem-
ber him not only for the burden he car-
ried with him to defend this Nation and
bring freedom to others, but also for
the competitiveness he brought to ev-
erything he did in life. His fellow sol-
diers tell the story of the fierce com-
petitiveness he brought to a pickup
basketball game while stationed in
Egypt. Regardless of the fact that they
were playing in a tin building in 125-135
degree heat, Bobby wouldn’t let his op-
ponents leave until they could beat
him. It is this sense of commitment
and dedication that he brought to his
military service. He also believed in
what he was doing and loved being a
soldier. It is people like Bobby West
who make our military the strongest
in the world.

I am grateful for the service of Bobby
West. I am also reminded of the tragic
human cost of war and am saddened at
the death of another Arkansas soldier.
In the words of his brother, Bobby ‘‘was
born to defend the greatest Nation on
Earth.” He gave his life defending the
greatest Nation on Earth and we owe
him and all others who have made that
sacrifice an enormous debt of grati-
tude. Our prayers are with his father
Ricky West, his mother Linda Wiggins
West, and his older brother Patrick
West, and we all pray for the safe re-
turn of Patrick who is serving in Iraq
with the 101st Airborne Division.

———
FLAG DESECRATION AMENDMENT

Mr. REED. Mr. President, yesterday I
opposed Senate Joint Resolution 12,
which would have created a constitu-
tional amendment allowing Congress
to ban desecration of the flag.

As a graduate of the U.S. Military
Academy and a former officer in the
Army, I am deeply offended when peo-
ple burn or otherwise abuse this pre-
cious national symbol.

I also believe, however, that the val-
ues and beliefs that the American flag
represents are more important than
the cloth from which this symbol was
created. Prominent among these be-
liefs are the right to voice views that
are unpopular, and the right to protest.
In fact, these fundamental values, pre-
served by our Constitution, have dis-
tinguished our Nation for more than
200 years. The Framers understood that
democracy cannot thrive, or even sur-
vive, without freedom of expression.
Colin Powell has rightfully said, ‘‘The
first amendment exists to ensure that
freedom of speech and expression ap-
plies not just to that with which we
agree or disagree, but also that which
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we find outrageous. I would not amend
that great shield of democracy to ham-
mer a few miscreants. The flag will be
flying proudly long after they have
slunk away.”

I oppose this amendment not because
I condone desecration of our flag, but
because I celebrate the values our flag
represents. Flag burning is despicable.
However, the issue is whether we
should amend our great charter docu-
ment, the Constitution, to proscribe it.

In The Federalist, James Madison de-
clared that the Constitution should be
amended for ‘‘certain great and ex-
traordinary occasions.”” Except for the
prohibition amendments, since the
adoption of the Bill of Rights, we have
only amended the Constitution for
“great and extraordinary occasions:”
abolishing slavery and giving African
Americans the right to vote; extending
voting rights to women; and regulating
elections and the tenure of the Presi-
dency. Of the 27 amendments, 17 pro-
tect individual rights and liberties. In
fact, we have never amended the Con-
stitution to constrict rights that other
amendments already guarantee.

So are we facing a ‘‘great and ex-
traordinary occasion’ justifying the
use of a constitutional amendment? I
would argue no.

First, an amendment permitting gov-
ernment restraints on free expression
cannot compel loyalty to or love for ei-
ther our country or our flag. The pro-
posed amendment would pronounce to
the world that we value free speech, ex-
cept when it offends, that we tolerate
free expression, except when it is de-
moralizes.

Second, is this a problem needing
such strong medicine? Are we facing an
epidemic of flag burnings? In fact, over
the past 10 years, only 7 incidents of
flag desecration have occurred per year
on average, most of which have been
successfully prosecuted under laws pro-
hibiting vandalism, theft, disorderly
conduct, and disturbance of peace. In-
deed, passing such an amendment
would probably do more to promote
flag burning by malcontents than any
other action this Congress could take.

Third, proponents of such an amend-
ment declare that it would boost the
morale of our troops and help restore
some of the American values so basic
to the fabric of our country. But, as
one veteran recently wrote, ‘I did not
believe then, nor do I believe now, that
I was defending just a piece of geog-
raphy, but a way of life. If this amend-
ment becomes a part of our Constitu-
tion, this way of life will be dimin-
ished.” I cannot help but believe that a
more appropriate expression of support
for our troops would be providing them
with the equipment they need in the
field, better benefits for their families,
and an adequately funded medical sys-
tem at home.

Although I oppose a constitutional
amendment, I did support an alter-
native approach offered by Senator
DURBIN. Senator DURBIN’s amendment
contained two elements. First, it would
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have created a statutory prohibition
against desecration of our flag. This
part of his amendment was drafted to
follow the guidance of the 2003 Su-
preme Court decision in Virginia v.
Black, which upheld a Virginia law
banning cross burning that is intended
to intimidate. The Durbin amendment
took a similar approach and prohibited
desecration of the flag when it is in-
tended to incite violence. The Durbin
amendment also would have promoted
respect for families of deceased mem-
bers of the Armed Forces by prohib-
iting demonstrations at their funerals.
The amendment was narrowly tailored
to make these disrespectful demonstra-
tions punishable.

In sum, debating a constitutional
amendment on desecration of the flag,
although politically popular, is not
how the Senate should be spending its
few remaining legislative weeks. But
this is a campaign year, and the major-
ity appears to want the Senate to
spend time on topics which defer and
deflect us from concentrating finding
solutions to pressing issues facing our
Nation: restoring fiscal discipline, cre-
ating safe and affordable housing for
working families, securing our borders,
expanding health insurance coverage to
the uninsured, ensuring students have
the skills and tools to compete in an
ever-expanding global economy, and re-
deploying our troops as quickly as pos-
sible out of Iraq. Unfortunately, the
majority has provided limited time to
debate most of these issues.

I hope that with the rapidly dwin-
dling number of days left in this ses-
sion we will work to address the very
real concerns that impact American
families every day. I fear, however,
that this debate is only a harbinger of
what is to come and very clearly sig-
nals why we need a new direction.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, 17 years
ago the U.S. Supreme Court, in a 5-to-
4 decision, struck down a Texas flag
protection statute. The Supreme Court
ruled that burning an American flag
was a form of ‘‘speech,” and therefore
protected under the first amendment of
the Constitution.

I disagreed with the Court’s decision
then and I still do. I don’t believe that
the act of desecrating a flag is an act of
speech. And I believe that our flag, as
our national symbol, can and should be
protected by law.

In the intervening years since the
Supreme Court decision, I have sup-
ported Federal legislation that would
make flag desecration illegal. Yet on
several occasions, I have also voted
against amendments to the Constitu-
tion to do the same.

I voted that way because, while I be-
lieve that flag desecration is despicable
conduct that should be prohibited by
law, I also believe that amending our
Constitution is a step that should be
taken only rarely, and then only as a
last resort.

In the past year I have once again re-
viewed in detail nearly all of the legal
opinions and written materials pub-
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lished by constitutional scholars and
courts on all sides of this issue.

After that review, I have concluded
that there remains a way to protect
our flag without having to alter the
Constitution of the United States.
That is why I have cosponsored S. 1370,
a bipartisan piece of legislation intro-
duced by Senator BENNETT of Utah.

S. 1370 protects the flag by criminal-
izing flag desecration when its in-
tended purpose is to incite violence.
This is the same standard which makes
it illegal to falsely cry ‘‘fire” in a
crowded theater. Reckless speech that
is likely to cause violence is not pro-
tected under the ‘‘fighting words”
standard, long recognized by the Su-
preme Court of the United States. The
Congressional Research Service be-
lieves that this type of statute will be
upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court.

Last night, I voted for an amendment
offered by Senator DURBIN, which in-
corporates many of the provisions of S.
1370, the bipartisan bill of which I am a
cosponsor. The Durbin amendment
would also prohibit the disruption of
military funerals by demonstrators.
This amendment would protect the
flag, but do so without altering the
Constitution.

I know that supporters of a constitu-
tional amendment will be disappointed
by my decision to support this statu-
tory remedy to protect the flag, rather
than support an amendment to the U.S.
Constitution. I know they are impa-
tient to correct a decision by the Su-
preme Court that they and I believe
was wrong.

I have wrestled with this issue for a
long time, and I respect those who pas-
sionately believe that we must amend
the Constitution to protect the flag.

More than 11,000 constitutional
amendments have been proposed since
our Constitution was ratified. However,
since the ratification of the Bill of
Rights in 1791, only 17 amendments
have been enacted.

Protecting the American flag can be
accomplished without amending the
Constitution, and that is a critically
important point. I believe that future
generations, and our founding fathers,
would agree that it is worthwhile for
us to find a way to protect our flag
without altering the Constitution.

———

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2005

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the need for hate
crimes legislation. Each Congress, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduce hate
crimes legislation that would add new
categories to current hate crimes law,
sending a signal that violence of any
kind is unacceptable in our society.
Likewise, each Congress I have come to
the floor to highlight a separate hate
crime that has occurred in our coun-
try.

On June 10, 2006, Queens, NY, three
gay men were out walking when a
group of eight men began shouting
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antigay slurs at them. The group then
surrounded and attacked them, strik-
ing one victim in the head with a base-
ball bat.

I believe that the Government’s first
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend
them against the harms that come out
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can
become substance. I believe that by
passing this legislation and changing
current law, we can change hearts and
minds as well.

———

HEALTHY FAMILIES ACT

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today I
am proud to cosponsor the Healthy
Families Act, S. 932 and S. 1085, intro-
duced by my friend, Senator TED KEN-
NEDY. This legislation will provide full-
time employees with up to 7 paid sick
days a year so that they can take care
of their own medical needs or the med-
ical needs of family members. Part-
time employees would receive a
prorata amount of paid sick leave. All
employers—public and private—with at
least 15 employees would be covered by
the Healthy Families Act.

Today, 86 million workers in the
United States do not have paid sick
days. Thus, when faced with either a
personal or family medical issue, they
are forced to choose between caring for
themselves or their loved ones and
going to work to keep food on the table
and a paycheck in the mail. This is not
acceptable. People get sick every day.
They should have the right to get med-
ical treatment without jeopardizing
their jobs or harming the people
around them. The Healthy Families
Act would guarantee them that right.

According to Harvard University’s
Global Working Families Project, 139
nations provide some sort of paid sick
days; 177 of those nations guarantee at
least a week of annual sick pay. The
United States, however, has no such
guarantee—the Federal Family and
Medical Leave Act provides only un-
paid sick leave for serious personal or
family illnesses. This lack of paid sick
leave puts our Nation’s workforce, both
present and future, at risk.

As ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship, I am extremely conscious
of the regulatory burden that our busi-
nesses face particularly our small busi-
nesses. I Dbelieve that government
should avoid weighing down small busi-
nesses with unnecessary regulations.
However, the more I have examined
this issue, the more obvious it becomes
that this legislation benefits both em-
ployees and employers.

It does not take a rocket scientist to
figure out that healthy employees are
the key to a productive and vibrant
economy. Healthy employees are more
productive and often more efficient.
But, without paid sick days, many em-
ployees will go to work rather than
take time off to get regular preventa-
tive medical checkups or to recover
from an attacking illness or to care for
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a sick child. Thus, they will get sick
more often, and their illnesses will
spread. Employees who opt to come to
work when sick can make their condi-
tion worse or even spread their illness
to coworkers. For a business, it is far
more costly to cope with a depleted
staff or to search for a replacement
when an employee is suffering from an
extended illness than it is to provide
just 7 sick days. Providing employees
with a small number of paid sick days
is a simple and commonsense fix that
will save businesses time and money.

In addition, I have heard—my staff
has reported—that small businesses
often complain that they want to offer
this benefit, but are unable to and need
a level playing field. This legislation
would offer them just that.

Mr. President, I hope that my col-
leagues will take a look at the Healthy
Families Act and will join me in co-
sponsoring it.

——————

SERVICE MARKED BY INTEGRITY,
COMPASSION AND DEDICATION

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, Ronald
Reagan once said ‘I know in my heart
that man is good. That what is right
will always eventually triumph. And
there’s purpose and worth to each and
every life.”” How appropriate that these
words reflect the heart and persona of
someone who used to work for the Rea-
gans in the White House and who, for
the past 2 years, has worked faithfully
and tirelessly as my executive assist-
ant.

Mary Klappa met the challenge of
the job with excitement and expertise.
She brought professionalism and trust
to her position. We all depend on our
executive assistant to make certain we
get where we need to be on time and
well prepared, a duty in which she ex-
celled.

Effectively managing a Senator’s
time is not easy. Frankly, I am glad I
don’t have to do it. It requires a careful
sense of timing and intuition and ex-
acting attention to detail. It also re-
quires someone who, regardless of the
demands on their time, is pleasant and
helpful to all who call or walk in, re-
gardless of their personality or re-
quests. Mary has been all of these
things and more. She carried her phone
and Blackberry with her constantly,
and I always knew I could call her
whenever I needed something. She
worked diligently to make sure I met
with Idahoans who came to Wash-
ington, and she coordinated my State
scheduling as well. She has taken ex-
ceptional care of my family and was
utterly selfless in her commitment to
ensure that I conduct my job in the
most efficient and responsible manner
possible. Her vast knowledge of pro-
tocol and her understanding of the nu-
ances and complexities of Washington
politics on and off the Hill have been of
immeasurable benefit to me.

I will miss her highly dependable and
capable management and her kindness
and honesty. Mary is a very special
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person, and I am most honored and
grateful for her tremendous service.
She made my job easier and, in the
process, made me more effective.

I end where I started, with another
thought from her former boss, a great
and wise man: ‘‘Government is the peo-
ple’s business and every man, woman
and child becomes a shareholder with
the first penny of tax paid.” Mary be-
lieves this in her soul. She has a heart
of service for our country and lives it
out in her work and her life. And Idaho
and I have been better off for it.

HONORING THE CONTRIBUTIONS
OF SENATOR MALCOLM WALLOP

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to a true patriot
and tireless advocate of the great State
of Wyoming, U.S. Senator Malcolm
Wallop. I am pleased to be joined by
Senator ENzI and Representative CUBIN
in this tribute.

Malcolm hails from Big Horn, WY,
born into a hard-working family with a
long history of public service. Malcolm
continued this family tradition by
serving in the U.S. Army as a first lieu-
tenant, then in the Wyoming State
Legislature from 1969 to 1976. He fol-
lowed this with a distinguished 18-year
career representing the people of the
State of Wyoming in the U.S. Senate.

Throughout his tenure in the Senate,
Malcolm held true to his convictions—
maintaining a strong national defense,
a Federal Government that works best
when it is smaller, individual liberties
and freedoms are the core of our Na-
tion, and States rights must be pro-
tected from encroachment by the Fed-
eral Government. His unwillingness to
compromise his forthright beliefs
earned him the respect of his Senate
colleagues on both sides of the aisle.
Senator LEVIN said about Malcolm:

While we disagreed, again, probably as
often as we agreed, that did not stand in the
way of my admiration for the quality, the
characteristic that he had of letting you
know precisely where he stood and why. And
his patriotism is second to none in this body.

His depth of understanding and
knowledge on defense policy was wide-
ly respected. In 1978, Senator Wallop
became the first elected official to pro-
pose a space based missile defense sys-
tem, a program that later became part
of the Strategic Defense Initiative.
Given the proliferation of new missiles
today, it is remarkable how profound
his ideas and observations were at the
time.

Although Senator Wallop retired
from the Senate in 1994, he remains en-
gaged in the debate on key issues con-
fronting our Nation. He is currently a
senior fellow with the Heritage Foun-
dation where he writes and speaks on
issues of foreign policy and national
defense. Malcolm also chairs the Fron-
tiers of Freedom, a nonprofit organiza-
tion he established upon retiring from
the Senate. And he remains a strong
and respected voice on individual prop-
erty rights, Endangered Species Act re-
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form, Social Security privatization and

civil liberties.

Malcolm’s contributions to Wyo-
ming, and the Nation as a whole, are
remarkable. The Wyoming State Legis-
lature recently passed a joint resolu-
tion establishing July 8, 2006 as Mal-
colm Wallop Appreciation Day. With
your permission, I will submit the reso-
lution for the RECORD.

He remains an intelligent, articulate
individual with incredible foresight.
We are pleased to take this moment to
express our gratitude to Senator Wal-
lop for his service, and extremely proud
to have such a distinguished and re-
spected individual call Wyoming home.

Although many have tried to sum up
the man, President Reagan may have
said it best when he said, ‘‘Leadership,
hard work, experience, loyalty to Wyo-
ming—that’s what Malcolm Wallop is
all about.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the aforementioned resolu-
tion be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

A JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE MEMBERS OF THE
FIFTY-EIGHTH LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE
OF WYOMING HONORING THE CONTRIBUTIONS
OF UNITED STATES SENATOR MALCOLM WAL-
LOP
A joint resolution to commemorate Sen-

ator Malcolm Wallop’s service and dedica-

tion to the people of Wyoming and to pro-
claim July 8, 2006 as ‘‘Malcolm Wallop Ap-
preciation Day.”

Be it Resolved by the Fifty-Eighth Legisla-
ture of the State of Wyoming:

Whereas, this proud son of Sheridan Coun-
ty was born on February 27, 1933, the third
generation of a Wyoming pioneer family; his
grandfather was a young Englishman named
Oliver Henry Wallop, the youngest son of the
fifth Earl of Portsmouth, who headed out to
the great American West after graduating
from Oxford in 1883, buying the Canyon
Ranch in Big Horn in 1895, which has re-
mained in the family for four generations;
and

Whereas, Malcolm’s story ties together a
family’s commitment to public service
across two nations; his grandfather was
elected to the Wyoming Legislature in 1910
and helped draft the state’s first game and
conservation laws; when Oliver’s elder broth-
er died in England in 1925, he returned to as-
sume the post of Earl of Portsmouth and
served in the British House of Lords, but the
Earl never abandoned his love of America,
the West and Canyon Ranch, where he re-
mained until his death in 1942; and

Whereas, Malcolm was educated at Big
Horn School, Cate School in Carpinteria,
California, and attended college at Yale Uni-
versity, earning a Bachelor of Arts degree in
1954; upon graduation from Yale, Malcolm
served in the U.S. Army Artillery from 1955
to 1957, as a First Lieutenant; and

Whereas, he returned home to Big Horn
after his service to his country and his ex-
tensive business career included manage-
ment of his Wyoming ranch holdings, estab-
lishment of a feedlot, and development of oil
and gas projects in Nebraska, Montana and
Wyoming; in addition, Malcolm has been an
active real estate developer and investor;
and

Whereas, following in his grandfather’s
footsteps, Malcolm served in the Wyoming
Legislature from 1969 to 1976, serving two
terms in the Wyoming House of Representa-
tives where he served on the House Live-
stock and Agriculture Committee; the House



S6630

Game and Fish Committee; the House Trav-
el, Recreation and Wildlife Committee; and
the House Corporations, Elections and Polit-
ical Subdivisions Committee; and one term
in the Wyoming Senate, where he served on
the Senate Education, Health and Welfare
Committee; the Senate Travel, Recreation
and Wildlife Committee; and the Senate
Transportation and Highways Committee;
and

Whereas, he went on to be elected to the
United States Senate on November 2, 1976,
was reelected on November 2, 1982, and again
on November 8, 1988, serving Wyoming in
Washington for 18 years, where the Senator
distinguished himself through a long and no-
table record of legislative achievements to
mark his three terms in Congress; and

Whereas, during his tenure, Senator Wal-
lop served on numerous committees, includ-
ing Energy and Natural Resources, Finance,
Small Business, Armed Services, Environ-
ment and Public Works, the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, and he was the first
non-lawyer in history to serve on the Judici-
ary Committee; and

Whereas, on the national stage, the Sen-
ator may be best remembered for his work
related to federal deregulation, states rights,
tax reform, energy policy, free trade, na-
tional defense, private property rights, and
individual liberties and he has earned a na-
tional and international reputation related
to his expertise on these issues; and

Whereas, Senator Wallop was a great
friend to Wyoming throughout his tenure in
the United States Congress and his legisla-
tive conservation victories include the Wyo-
ming Wilderness Act, which became law in
1984; the Senator was the author of the 1984
Wallop-Breaux Sport Fishing Restoration
Act; the designation of the Clark’s Fork as a
Wild and Scenic River was another piece of
legislation he sponsored, as was legislation
to repair and upgrade the Buffalo Bill Dam
in Cody, as well as safety and repair work at
Jackson Lake Dam, Seminole Dam, and
Fontenelle Dam; and

Whereas, Senator Wallop achieved many
other victories for the state including efforts
to stop the congressional Appropriations
Committee from requiring that Wyoming
share 100 percent of the federal administra-
tive costs for the mineral royalty manage-
ment programs; he sponsored legislation to
provide inheritance tax relief for family
businesses and ranches; he sponsored the En-
ergy Policy Act of 1992, which provides for
energy development and conservation pro-
grams; and he successfully sought to reduce
trade barriers in Japan, Taiwan, the Euro-
pean Community, and Brazil for trona ex-
ports; and

Whereas, considered one of the nation’s
most knowledgeable experts on defense pol-
icy, when the history of the Cold War is writ-
ten, a chapter will be devoted to Senator
Wallop, so dedicated and determined was he
in this arena; in 1978, Senator Wallop was the
first elected official to propose a space-based
missile defense system, which became part of
the Strategic Defense Initiative; throughout
the 1980s, Senator Wallop served on both the
Senate Arms Control Observer group and the
Committee on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, also known as the Helsinki Commis-
sion; his extensive travel for these respon-
sibilities took him to the Soviet Union,
Eastern and Western Europe and the issues
of arms control in SALT II, INF, START I
and START II were the most complex inter-
national relations issues of the era; and

Whereas, an early supporter of vol-
unteerism, Senator Wallop’s legislation es-
tablishing the Congressional Award program
was approved by Congress in 1979, which hon-
ors the nation’s youth for community serv-
ice and personal achievements and is the
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only award given in the name of Congress;
the Senator was also responsible for bringing
the Close Up program to Wyoming to give
young people in Wyoming the opportunity to
travel to the nation’s Capitol to learn about
the democratic process firsthand; and

Whereas, although a listing of the many
awards and honors he has received do not do
full tribute to the man, his countless honors
include the American Conservative Union’s
John Ashbrook Award and Ronald Reagan
Award, the National Energy Resources Orga-
nization’s National Leadership Award, the
Center for Security Policy’s ‘‘Keeper of the
Flame Award,” the Congressional Award’s
Leadership Award, the Fund for American
Studies’ Congressional Scholarship Award,
and Citizens for a Sound Economy’s Jeffer-
son Award; and

Whereas, the Senator, who has built a rep-
utation as a tireless promoter of individual
freedom and small government, is the found-
er and chairman of Frontiers of Freedom, a
non-profit public policy organization he es-
tablished in 1995, after retiring from the Sen-
ate; and

Whereas, in the best testament of a man’s
character, his staff speak proudly and fondly
of their service under his tutelage; a recur-
ring theme of kindness, humility, and keen
intellect runs a thread through recollections
of their former boss and friend; one staff
member noted, ‘I learned more about our
state in the few years I worked for him than
anyone previously and his love for this state
and the Wyoming people was obvious from
the first day I began working for him,” an-
other staff member recalls that the Senator,
‘“had the incredibly rare ability to look
ahead and plan today for what will be needed
in the future,” yet another notes that ‘“My
family often said that we slept better at
night knowing that a man like Malcolm Wal-
lop was making decisions for us at the fed-
eral level, based on strong and thoughtful
values and he did not let the capricious opin-
ion of the day sway him from his reasoned
positions;”” and

Whereas, the Senator’s Chief of Staff and
current Chief Justice of the Wyoming Su-
preme Court, William Hill, notes, ‘‘Malcolm
is a man made of many parts—you first are
struck by the warmth and friendliness of his
personality, he is a genuine and sincere man,
with no artifice about him; he is a man of
great honor and dignity, of great kindness
and decency; despite his many gifts and ac-
complishments, he is a man of great humil-
ity; his loyalty runs deep and he is a staunch
friend, as a public servant, his patriotism is
matched only by his abiding love for Wyo-
ming and the people of our state;” and

Whereas, his colleague in the TUnited
States Senate for 16 years, Senator Alan
Simpson, remembers him as ‘‘a practical pol-
itician, a formidable foe in debate, a friendly
companion with friend or foe, a highly ar-
ticulate spokesman, an avid reader, master
of languages, a student, an author, a patriot,
a diplomat, a very wise and witty man, and
a highly respected U.S. Senator among his
peers, always with the best interests of his
native state in mind.”” Now therefore, be it

Resolved, by the members of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Wyoming:

Section 1. That, on behalf of the people of
the State of Wyoming, we extend our deepest
admiration and gratitude to Senator Mal-
colm Wallop for his long and distinguished
service to our state and our Nation.

Section 2. That we recognize that the
strength of our local communities, the suc-
cess of the State of Wyoming, and the vital-
ity of American society depend upon the
dedication of citizens like Senator Wallop,
who used his considerable talents to unself-
ishly serve others and that his contributions
will inspire others to continue his tradition
of public service.
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Section 3. That we hereby designate July 8,
2006 as ‘‘Malcolm Wallop Appreciation Day’’
marking and celebrating his election to the
United States Senate 30 years ago, a post to
which he served admirably; his integrity dur-
ing his service will be his lasting legacy. Be
it further

Resolved, that this resolution be trans-
mitted to Senator Wallop on July 8, 2006, so
that he may know of our deepest apprecia-
tion for his passionate devotion to Wyoming.

——————

THE DROUGHT AND WATER
SITUATION IN NEW MEXICO

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, today
I rise to share my concerns about the
water crisis that has ravaged the West
for more than 5 years.

Water is our most precious and
scarce resource. This year, my home
State of New Mexico is battling a very
real and devastating drought that has
expanded throughout most of the West-
ern United States. The ongoing
drought continues to break records,
and I believe that in years to come,
2006 will be looked at as the year where
most basins set new record lows. The
question on the minds of New Mexicans
is, Will there be enough water to meet
the current needs?

Drought is a unique emergency situa-
tion because it creeps in unlike other
abrupt weather disasters. New Mexico,
like many other States in the West,
has had little to no precipitation, and
our winter snow pack was far below av-
erage. Many New Mexico towns, mu-
nicipalities, and agricultural producers
heavily rely on runoff provided by
snowpack.

On April 18, 2006, the Texas Agri-
culture Experiment Station predicted a
dramatic decrease in water flows and
reservoir storage throughout New Mex-
ico. Early predictions indicate that
river water supply will be at 54 percent
due primarily to receiving half our an-
nual snowpack and above average tem-
peratures in my State. Additionally,
several of our reservoirs are at severely
diminished capacity. Specifically, the
Elephant Butte, El Vado and Caballo
reservoirs are all well below 10 percent
of capacity. Earlier this year New
Mexico’s State engineer, John
D’Antonio, correctly predicted that it
will be difficult, if not impossible,
without really good snowpack to keep
the Rio Grande River flowing through
the summer.

The drought has exacerbated many of
New Mexico’s most acute problems.
For example, wells are running dry,
ranchers are being forced to sell their
livestock, farmers are being forced to
watch their way of life blow away with
the dust, and many of our cities are in
various stages of water restriction. Be-
cause of a lack of precipitation, many
New Mexico communities are running
out of water. The disruption to water
supplies will have disastrous implica-
tions for affected communities. Absent
some immediate help, it is unclear

where these communities will get
water for municipal purposes.
The communities of Ruidoso,

Ruidoso Downs, Las Vegas, Capitan,
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and Cloudcroft, NM, are already oper-
ating under stringent water restric-
tions. I am happy to say that the fiscal
year 2006 supplemental appropriations
bill provided $9 million for drought
emergency assistance to these and
other New Mexico communities that
have been especially hard hit by the
drought.

The Rio Grande River is another un-
fortunate example of the water short-
ages in New Mexico. Water flowing in
the Rio Grande provides water to al-
most a million people living along its
banks. New Mexico’s largest cities and
fastest growing towns are along the
Rio Grande—the Pojoaque Valley,
Santa Fe, Rio Rancho, Albuquerque,
Los Lunas, and Belen.

The drought and the mounting legal
requirements on both the Pecos and
Rio Grande Rivers are forcing us to-
ward a severe water crisis in New Mex-
ico. Indeed, every river in the inter-
mountain west seems to be facing simi-
lar problems. Drought conditions have
affected nearly everyone in our States
in some way. As I have said many
times, we must continue our efforts to
stretch existing water supplies and cre-
ate new water supplies by encouraging
increased conservation efforts, a better
understanding of available resources,
and a more reasoned approach to en-
dangered species and water quality reg-
ulations.

America is reaching the extent of our
water supply, and we cannot wait to
address this problem. I believe we must
bring to bear every tool available to
confront these problems in the West,
and doing so remains one of my top pri-
orities.

The fiscal impacts of drought on indi-
viduals, businesses, and governments
are not insignificant. According to
NOAA, there have been 12 different
drought events since 1980 that resulted
in damages and costs exceeding $1 bil-
lion each. For instance, in 2000, severe
drought in the South-Central and
Southeastern States caused losses to
agriculture and related industries of
over $4 Dbillion, and the Eastern
drought in 1999 led to $1 billion in
losses.

While drought affects the economic
and environmental well-being of the
entire Nation, the United States lacks
a cohesive strategy for dealing with se-
rious drought emergencies. The current
state of the drought should prompt us
to take action. Better planning on our
part could limit some of the damage
felt by drought. I believe that passage
of the National Integrated Drought In-
formation System Act of 2006, S. 2751,
is a good start. Without a national
drought policy in place, we constantly
live with the uncertainty of what next
year will bring.

The past several days have brought
some precipitation in places, but it
alone will not be enough. These are dif-
ficult times, and all we can hope for is
help where we can get it. I want to
make the Senate aware of the difficul-
ties we are experiencing in my home
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state because of the prolonged drought
and the hot, dry, windy conditions, and
as their Senator, I continue to ask for
help on their behalf. As this drought
persists, I want to ensure each New
Mexican that I am committed to doing
everything possible to make sure they
have the tools and resources they need
to help cope during this very difficult
time.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO PEG SAGEN

e Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I
wish to recognize the retirement of Peg
Sagen. Peg has spent the last 11 years
as editor of the Rapid City Journal, the
largest newspaper in western South
Dakota. On behalf of the Rapid City
community and the State of South Da-
kota, I take this opportunity to thank
Peg for her service and her commit-
ment to quality journalism.

Peg began her career in the news-
paper industry over 30 years ago. She
has been dedicated to providing her
readers with timely and accurate news.
Peg has used her talent to assure that
the citizens in the Rapid City and sur-
rounding communities received the
news in a fair and unbiased manner. In
addition, she is known throughout the
Rapid City area as a philanthropist. We
are all grateful for her service to the
newspaper industry and to the commu-
nity.

It gives me great pleasure to com-
memorate the retirement of Peg Sagen
and to wish her the best in the years to
come.®

————

RECOGNITION OF ECONOMIC
EDUCATION ACHIEVEMENTS

e Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I am
proud to recognize the achievements of
several individuals from Hawaii who
have excelled in an area of great inter-
est to me, economic education.

I wish to recognize the students from
Iolani High School in Honolulu, HI,
who won the 2006 National Economics
Challenge in New York City. They are
the first team ever to win the national
competition 2 years in a row. Seniors
Bryce Aisake Atkinson, Megan Chock,
Dean Ushijima, and Sumil Thapa,
coached by their teacher, COL Richard
Rankin, beat more than 1,000 teams
from 35 States to win the Economics
Challenge championship in the Adam
Smith Division. Hawaii’s State-level
competition was sponsored by the Ha-
waii Council on Economic Education,
which has done a wonderful job in fos-
tering economic education in Hawaii.
The national competition was spon-
sored by the National Council on Eco-
nomic Education and the Goldman
Sachs Foundation. I am very pleased to
know that Hawaii is producing such
high-quality young people knowledge-
able about economics.

As the economy is intricately tied to
the welfare of our Nation, economic
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and financial literacy is vital to ensur-
ing our country’s future. I have been
very active in promoting economic and
financial literacy in the United States.
For example, I have introduced several
pieces of legislation including the Mu-
tual Fund Transparency Act, the Col-
lege Literacy in Finance and Econom-
ics Act and the enacted Excellence in
Economic Education Act. As the econ-
omy grows increasingly complex, ev-
eryone needs to be able to make in-
formed financial decisions which will
greatly impact their financial well-
being.

We must strive to educate all sectors
of society about financial literacy, es-
pecially our young people, so that they
grasp essential concepts such as the
importance of saving, budgeting, main-
taining good credit histories, and ap-
plying economic principles to daily de-
cisions. Our Nation’s future is in our
children hands. I am proud to extend
my sincere congratulations and appre-
ciation to the Iolani Economics Team
for their hard work and dedication.e

————

RECOGNITION OF EXCELLENCE IN
CREATIVE MEDIA

e Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, it gives
me great pleasure and pride to an-
nounce that students from Waianae
High School, on the Island of Oahu, re-
cently won the National Television
Academy’s National Student Tele-
vision Award in the sports category.
Waianae High School’s Searider Pro-
ductions was one of only seven school-
based production operations from
across the United States to be honored.

The National Student Television
Awards are sponsored by the National
Television Academy, which is dedi-
cated to the advancement of the arts
and sciences in television. The acad-
emy is best known for recognizing ex-
cellence in television programming
through its coveted Emmy Awards. In
its purpose statement, the academy
states that it is committed to pro-
moting excellence in broadcasting
through education and inspiring the
next generation of broadcast journal-
ists.

I recognize the following four
Waianae students who produced the ex-
cellent news piece: Katie Hoppe, Pris-
cilla Mathewson, James Kapu-Kaaihue,
and Justine Campos. Submissions for
this competition were held to profes-
sional standards for high-quality jour-
nalism as well as creativity, execution,
and strong writing. The special presen-
tation of sports news that these stu-
dents produced, entitled ‘““A Paddle
Through Time,” far exceeded profes-
sional standards.

I also take a moment to recognize
Searider Productions, the multimedia
education program of Waianae High
School, which nurtured these excellent
students. This innovative program of-
fers the opportunity for talented stu-
dents to gain workplace experience
while developing their artistic and aca-
demic skills. Over the course of a few
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years, Searider Productions has pro-
duced incredible work and has garnered
an enormous number of accolades.
From highly acclaimed public service
announcements to an update of an on-
line voting Web site, the work Searider
Productions has performed is out-
standing.

As a former teacher and principal, I
take pride in seeing students from Ha-
waii receive national recognition. I
know that it is because of school and
parental support, dedication, and com-
mitment that these students excelled
in this area. These four students have
made their families, school, and com-
munity proud. I look forward to seeing
the future productions by the excellent
students of Waianae High School and
its Searider Productions.e

———————

DON BURTENSHAW: COMMUNITY
SERVANT AND STATESMAN

e Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I pay
tribute today to a very special Ida-
hoan. Don Burtenshaw, a farmer and
rancher from Terreton, is retiring from
the Idaho State Senate after serving
five terms representing the 35th dis-
trict. Having served in the Idaho State
Legislature myself, I can attest to the
work that this public office entails,
and I would be pleased to be honoring
him today if just for that. But Don’s
accomplishments and influence in and
around Jefferson County went far be-
yond a seat in the State legislature.

Don is an active member of his
church and owns Burtenshaw Cattle
Company. He served as a partner in the
Rexburg Livestock Auction, Salmon
Livestock Auction, and the Bozeman
Livestock Auction. According to the
West Jefferson Lions Club, who has
awarded Don its prestigious Spirit of
Service Award this year, his long and
selfless service to the community has
touched the lives of many youth and
adults alike. Don served on the Jeffer-
son County districts 2561 and 253 school
boards for 24 years. He also served on
the board of directors for the Owsley
Canal.

Over the years, he has placed par-
ticular emphasis on the children of Jef-
ferson County. And I am sure that with
the time saved from having to drive to
Boise 2 or 3 months a year, he will be
able to focus more on the youth in his
own family, including 38 grandchildren,
with another coming very soon, and 23
great grandchildren.

I congratulate Don on his dedication
to his fellow Idahoans, and Susan and I
wish him well as he leaves State-level
public service. I am certain his public
commitment will continue in other
ways at home in eastern Idaho.e

————

HONORING CHARLES WHITEPIPE,
SR.

e Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, today
I wish to honor and recognize a true
hero and a great American. Charles I.
Whitepipe, Sr., of Gregory, SD, passed
into the spirit world at 7 on Monday
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evening. Mr. Whitepipe, a Sicangu
Lakota from the Rosebud tribe, val-
iantly served in the Army as a
codetalker in World War II. He served
as a ‘‘Forward Observer’” on Japanese-
held islands in the South Pacific, com-
municating by radio with a ship-based
partner, using the Lakota language to
direct artillery fire from ships at sea
onto the islands.

During World War II, about a dozen
known Sioux Indians were Army radio
operators who used their native
Lakota, Nakota and Dakota dialects to
transmit strategic messages to foil
enemy surveillance in both the Pacific
and European theaters. There is no
doubt that the bravery and the courage
of Mr. Whitepipe and the other
codetalkers helped to make the United
States the free and proud place it is
today. While Navajos have received the
most recognition, it is important to re-
member that members of at least 17
other tribes also served as codetalkers
in World War I and World War II.

The syntax and tonal qualities of the
native languages were so complex that
no message transmitted by any
codetalker was ever decoded by the
enemy. However, for the codetalkers
who returned home there were no pa-
rades or special recognition, as they
were sworn to secrecy, an oath they
kept and honored, but one that robbed
them of the accolades and place in his-
tory that they rightfully deserved.

The accomplishments of the
codetalkers were even more heroic,
given the cultural context in which
they were operating. Subjected to
alienation in their homeland and dis-
couraged from speaking their native
languages, they still stepped forward
and developed the most significant and
successful military code of their time.
That spirit of military service con-
tinues today. Native Americans make
up a higher percentage of servicemen
and servicewomen in the armed forces
than any other ethnic group in Amer-
ica. They have served with honor in all
of America’s wars, beginning with the
Revolutionary War and on through our
current operations in Iraq.e

HONORING MERRY TRUDEAU

e Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, today I
wish to recognize Merry Trudeau, a
longtime employee of the Internal Rev-
enue Service in Idaho.

Merry started with the IRS in 1976 in
the collection division holding various
positions, quickly advancing from cler-
ical to Revenue representative to Rev-
enue officer. She then advanced to
problem resolution officer, which was
the predecessor to the taxpayer advo-
cate. This turned out to be Merry’s
true calling, and it is where my staff
and I got to know her well.

All of us work with our constituents
on a daily basis to help resolve issues
with the IRS. Having a helpful, ener-
getic, pleasant person at the IRS to
work with makes our job so much easi-
er. Merry is that person. She knows her
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job well and she consistently seeks to
serve Idahoans well. For that I am
grateful.

On behalf of the hundreds, if not
thousands, of Idahoans Merry has
helped, I say thank you. Merry, we
wish you the best in your next endeav-
or, knowing you will continue to serve
your neighbors and community well.®

————

125TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
FOUNDING OF BATH, SOUTH DA-
KOTA

e Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, today
I pay tribute to the 125th anniversary
of the founding of the community of
Bath, SD. After 125 years, this progres-
sive community will have a chance to
reflect on its past and future, and I
congratulate the people of Bath for all
that they have accomplished.

Bath is located in northeast South
Dakota, within Brown County. The
area that now makes up Bath Township
was first settled by a trapper named
Theodore A. Chose in 1878. As early as
1881, religious services were held by a
Presbyterian clergyman from Water-
town, and the first building, a hotel,
was erected. In 1882 the Bath school
district was organized, and by 1884, the
civil township was organized along the
same lines as the school district.

Today, Bath has come a long way
from the days when several general
stores and lumber yards made up the
sum total of commerce. The town now
boasts a variety of businesses, includ-
ing those in both the services and man-
ufacturing sectors. It also offers a vari-
ety of employment opportunities both
within the township and in nearby Ab-
erdeen, the metro area closest to Bath.

Bath has grown into a credit to
Brown County and to the State of
South Dakota. The people of Bath cele-
brated their achievements June 24-25. I
am proud to join with the community
members of Bath in celebrating the
last 125 years and looking forward to a
promising future.e

——

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his
secretaries.

———
EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

In executive session the Presiding Of-
ficer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

——

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

At 2:20 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by



June 28, 2006

Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bills:

H.R. 5403. An act to improve protections
for children and to hold States accountable
for the safe and timely placement of children
across State lines, and for other purposes.

H.R. 5603. An act to temporarily extend the
programs under the Higher Education Act of
1965, and for other purposes.

The enrolled bills were subsequently
signed by the President pro tempore
(Mr. STEVENS)

At 3:30 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 42. An act to ensure that the right of
an individual to display the flag of the
United States on residential property not be
abridged.

H.R. 4843. An act to increase, effective as of
December 1, 2006, the rates of disability com-
pensation for veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities and the rates of depend-
ency and indemnity compensation for sur-
vivors of certain service-connected disabled
veterans, and for other purposes.

H.R. 4973. An act to restore the financial
solvency of the national flood insurance pro-
gram, and for other purposes.

H.R. 5341. An act to amend section 5313 of
title 31, United States Code, to reform cer-
tain requirements for reporting cash trans-
actions, and for other purposes.

———

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 42. An act to ensure that the right of
an individual to display the flag of the
United States on residential property not be
abridged; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 4843. An act to increase, effective as of
December 1, 2006, the rates of disability com-
pensation for veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities and the rates of depend-
ency and indemnity compensation for sur-
vivors of certain service-connected disabled
veterans, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R. 5341. An act to amend section 5313 of
title 31, United States Code, to reform cer-
tain requirements for reporting cash trans-
actions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

——

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and placed on the calendar:

H.R. 4973. An act to restore the financial
solvency of the national flood insurance pro-
gram, and for other purposes.

———

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME

The following bill was read the first
time:

S. 3590. A bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to delay the effective date
of the amendments made by the Deficit Re-
duction Act of 2005 requiring documentation
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evidencing citizenship or nationality as a
condition for receipt of medical assistance
under the Medicaid program.

—————

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-7354. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Bom-
bardier Model BD-100-1A10 Airplanes”
((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2006-NM-034)),
received on June 18, 2006; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-7355. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Empresa
Brasileira de Aeronautica S.A. Model EMB-
120, -120ER, -120FC, -120QC, and -120RT Air-
planes in Operation” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket
No. 2006-NM-021)), received on June 18, 2006;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-7356. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Model A310-200 and -300 Series Airplanes’
((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2005-NM-231)),
received on June 18, 2006; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-7357. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Honey-
well International Inc. ALF502L Series and
ALF502R Series Turbofan Engines”
((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 92-ANE-34)), re-
ceived on June 18, 2006; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-7358. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Operation Regulations; Massalina
Bayou, Panama City, FL.”’ (RIN1625-AA09) re-
ceived on June 18, 2006; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-7359. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Anchorage
Regulations; Port of New York and Vicinity”’
(RIN1625-AA01) received on June 18, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-7360. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Regulated
Navigation Area; East Rockaway Inlet to At-
lantic Beach Bridge, Nassau County, Long
Island, New York” (RIN1625-AAll) received
on June 18, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-7361. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zones (including 2 regulations): [CGD13-06—
009], [COTP Charleston 06-003]" (RIN1625—
AAQ00) received on June 18, 2006; to the Com-
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mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-7362. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘“‘Draw-
bridge Operation Regulations; Chelsea River,
Chelsea, MA” (RIN1625-AA09) received on
June 18, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-7363. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Special
Local Regulations (including 4 regulations):
[CGD05-06-020], [CGDO05-06-024], [CGD05-06-
023], [CGDO05-06-015]"" (RIN1625-AA08) received
on June 18, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-7364. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety
Zones (including 5 regulations): [CGD09-06-
024], [COTP Guam 06-008], [COTP Charleston
06-003], [CGD09-06-029]1, [CGD05-06-0517""
(RIN1625-AA00) received on June 18, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-7365. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Home-
land Security, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Security
Zones (including 2 regulations): [CGDO05-06-
052], [CGD05-06-052]"" (RIN1625-A A87) received
on June 18, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-7366. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office
of Policy, Economics, and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““‘Hazardous Waste and Used Oil; Corrections
to Errors in the Code of Federal Regula-
tions” (FRL No . 8188-2) received on June 18,
2006; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC-7367. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office
of Policy, Economics, and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Approval and Promulgation of Implementa-
tion Plans: Alabama; Open Burning Revi-
sion” (FRL No. 8187-1) received on June 18,
2006; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC-7368. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office
of Policy, Economics, and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Approval and Promulgation of Implementa-
tion Plans; State of Missouri” (FRL No. 8188-
6) received on June 18, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-7369. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office
of Policy, Economics, and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Approval and Promulgation of Implementa-
tion Plans; State of Kansas” (FRL No. 8188-
4) received on June 18, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-7370. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office
of Policy, Economics, and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“Extension of Site-Specific Regulations for
University Laboratories XL Project” (FRL
No. 8186-3) received on June 18, 2006; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.
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EC-7371. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office
of Policy, Economics, and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Approval and Promulgation of Implementa-
tion Plans and Designation of Areas for Air
Quality Planning Purposes; Kentucky; Re-
designation of the Boyd County SO2 Non-
attainment Area; Correction” (FRL No. 8187-
4) received on June 22, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-7372. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office
of Policy, Economics, and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“Approval and Promulgation of Implementa-
tion Plans; State of Missouri” (FRL No. 8189-
2) received on June 22, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-7373. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office
of Policy, Economics, and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Oregon: Final Authorization of State Haz-
ardous Waste Management Program Revi-
sion” (FRL No. 8188-8) received on June 18,
2006; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC-7374. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office
of Policy, Economics, and Innovation, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Protections for Subjects in Human Re-
search; Nursing Women”’ (FRL No. 8071-6) re-
ceived on June 22, 2006; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

EC-7375. A communication from the Senior
Vice President and Chief Financial Officer,
Federal Home Loan Bank of New York,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Bank’s
2005 management report; to the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-7376. A communication from the Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer, Federal
Home Loan Bank of Seattle, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the Bank’s 2005 manage-
ment report; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-7377. A communication from Assistant
Secretary, Investment Management/Office of
Regulatory Policy, Securities and Exchange
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fund of Funds
Investments’” (RIN 3235-AJ17) received on
June 22, 2006; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. SHELBY, from the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with-
out amendment:

S. 3589. An original bill to amend the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore
the financial solvency of the flood insurance
fund, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 109-
271).

S. 811. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of the bicentennial of the birth of Abra-
ham Lincoln.

By Mr. GRASSLEY, from the Committee
on Finance, without amendment:

S. 35669. A bill to implement the United
States-Oman Free Trade Agreement.

————
EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

By Mr. GRASSLEY for the Committee on
Finance.

*Henry M. Paulson, Jr., of New York, to be
Secretary of the Treasury.

By Mr. ENZI for the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

*Jonann E. Chiles, of Arkansas, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the
Legal Services Corporation for a term expir-
ing July 13, 2008.

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

————

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. CARPER:

S. 3587. A bill to reduce temporarily the
duty on certain footwear with coated or lam-
inated textile fabrics; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Ms.
MIKULSKI):

S. 3588. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to authorize capitation grants to
increase the number of nursing faculty and
students, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. SHELBY:

S. 3589. An original bill to amend the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore
the financial solvency of the flood insurance
fund, and for other purposes; from the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs; placed on the calendar.

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. CANTWELL,
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
KERRY, and Mr. DURBIN):

S. 3590. A bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to delay the effective date
of the amendments made by the Deficit Re-
duction Act of 2005 requiring documentation
evidencing citizenship or nationality as a
condition for receipt of medical assistance
under the Medicaid program; read the first
time.

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. CHAFEE,
Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs.
CLINTON, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr.
OBAMA):

S. 3591. A bill to improve efficiency in the
Federal Government through the use of high-
performance green buildings, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. OBAMA, and Mr.
SALAZAR):

S. 3592. A bill to appropriate $160,500,000 for
the Department of Veterans Affairs to im-
prove security for personal data of veterans
and other persons held by the Department of
Veterans Affairs and to provide remedial as-
sistance to veterans and other persons who
have had personal data stolen from the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.
DoDD, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mr. HARKIN, Mrs. CLINTON, and Mr.
LIEBERMAN):

S. 3593. A Dbill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to provide additional sup-
port to students; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.
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By Mrs. BOXER:

S. 3594. A bill to help protect the public
against the threat of attacks targeting nu-
clear power plants; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. CARPER):

S. 3595. A Dbill to amend the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 to establish the United
States Emergency Management Authority,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr.
SUNUNU):

S. Con. Res. 107. A concurrent resolution
congratulating Donald Andrew Hall for his
selection by the Librarian of Congress as the
14th Poet Laureate of the United States and
for his great accomplishments in prose and
essays focusing on New England rural living,
baseball, and how work conveys meaning to
ordinary life; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

———————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 330
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 330, a bill to amend the Help
America Vote Act of 2002 to require a
voter-verified permanent record or
hardcopy under title IIT of such Act,
and for other purposes.
S. 472
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 472, a bill to criminalize Inter-
net scams involving fraudulently ob-
taining personal information, com-
monly known as phishing.
S. 932
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 932, a bill to provide for
paid sick leave to ensure that Ameri-
cans can address their own health
needs and the health needs of their
families.
S. 1085
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1085, a bill to provide for
paid sick leave to ensure that Ameri-
cans can address their own health
needs and the health needs of their
families.
S. 1321
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
KyL) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1321, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise
tax on telephone and other commu-
nications.
S. 1353
At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
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CARPER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1353, a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of an Amyotrophic Lateral
Sclerosis Registry.
S. 1603
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1603, a bill to establish a National
Preferred Lender Program, facilitate
the delivery of financial assistance to
small businesses, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1687
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1687, a bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to provide waiv-
ers relating to grants for preventive
health measures with respect to breast
and cervical cancers.
S. 1864
At the request of Mr. TALENT, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1864, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to treat certain
farming business machinery and equip-
ment as 5-year property for purposes of
depreciation.
S. 1934
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1934, a bill to reauthorize the
grant program of the Department of
Justice for reentry of offenders into
the community, to establish a task
force on Federal programs and activi-
ties relating to the reentry of offenders
into the community, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 2388
At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2388, a bill to establish a Na-
tional Commission on the Infrastruc-
ture of the United States.
S. 2566
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2666, a bill to provide for coordina-
tion of proliferation interdiction ac-
tivities and conventional arms disar-
mament, and for other purposes.
S. 2585
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2585, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to permit
military death gratuities to be contrib-
uted to certain tax-favored accounts.
S. 2644
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2644, a bill to harmonize
rate setting standards for copyright li-
censes under sections 112 and 114 of
title 17, United States Code, and for
other purposes.
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S. 2663
At the request of Mr. DODD, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN), the Senator from New
York (Mr. SCHUMER), and the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2663, a bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act
to establish grant programs to provide
for education and outreach on newborn
screening and coordinated followup
care once newborn screening has been
conducted, to reauthorize programs
under part A of title XI of such Act,
and for other purposes.
S. 2018

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
2918, a bill to provide access to news-
papers for blind or other persons with
disabilities.

S. 3500

At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3500, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
protect and preserve access of Medicare
beneficiaries in rural areas to health
care providers under the Medicare pro-
gram, and for other purposes.

S. 3519

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3519, a bill to reform the
State inspection of meat and poultry in
the United States, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 3521

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
ALLEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3521, a bill to establish a new budget
process to create a comprehensive plan
to rein in spending, reduce the deficit,
and regain control of the Federal budg-
et process.

S. CON. RES. 9%

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Con. Res. 96, a concurrent resolution
to commemorate, celebrate, and reaf-
firm the national motto of the United
States on the 50th anniversary of its
formal adoption.

S. RES. 507

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoOLLINS), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. PRYOR), and the Senator from
Maine (Ms. SNOWE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 507, a resolution
designating the week of November 5
through November 11, 2006, as ‘‘Na-
tional Veterans Awareness Week’ to
emphasize the need to develop edu-
cational programs regarding the con-
tributions of veterans to the country.

S. RES. 508

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 508, a resolution des-
ignating October 20, 2006 as ‘‘National
Mammography Day’’.
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S. RES. 513

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOoXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 513, a resolution expressing
the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent should designate the week begin-
ning September 10, 2006, as ‘‘National
Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities Week’’.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and
Ms. MIKULSKI):

S. 35688. A Dbill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to authorize capita-
tion grants to increase the number of
nursing faculty and students, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would
request the Chair to inform me when I
have used 6 minutes of the 10 minutes
I have requested.

We have a lot of bipartisan battles in
the Senate. I am going to try to bring
an issue to the consideration of the
Senate and to their attention which I
believe is very bipartisan. It affects the
State of Alaska, the State of North Da-
kota, the State of Illinois, and the
State of Maine. It affects us all. What
I am speaking to is the shortage of
nurses in America.

We face a critical shortage of nurses.
The U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services looked at all of the 1li-
censed nurses and found that in the
year 2000, this country was 110,000
nurses short of what was necessary to
provide adequate health care. By 2005,
the shortage had doubled to 219,000
nurses. By 2020, we will be more than 1
million nurses short of what is nec-
essary to maintain quality health care
in America.

To avoid this shortage which the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices projects, we have to substantially
increase the number of nursing grad-
uates and those entering the workforce
each year. Just to replace the nurses
who are retiring, we need to increase
student enrollment by at least 40 per-
cent. The baseline supply for nurses—
as you can see on this chart—in our
country, for the current time and
through the year 2020, is on a steady
downward flow, whereas demand goes
up dramatically. If we had 90 percent
more nursing graduates, we still would
not reach the projected demand in
America as baby boomers reach the
point where they need help and many
others need quality nursing.

The problem is that there are not
enough teachers at schools of nursing.
That is what it comes down to. Last
year, nursing schools across America
denied admission to 35,000 qualified
students because there just weren’t
enough teachers.

In my home State of Illinois, schools
of nursing are denying qualified stu-
dents admittance because of the short-
age of teachers. This is an indication
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here. These are B.A. and graduate nurs-
ing programs in Illinois. These are the
enrollees and these are the numbers
turned away. As you can see, from the
year 2002 to the present time, we are up
to 2000 potential nursing graduates who
are turned away each year despite
their qualifications because, sadly, we
can’t keep up with teaching them.

The American Association of Col-
leges of Nursing surveyed more than
400 schools of nursing this last year.
Two-thirds of the schools, represented
by the blue part of this pie chart—69
percent reported vacancies on their
faculty. An additional 15 percent said
that they were fully staffed but still
needed more faculty.

Statistics paint a bleak picture for
the availability of nursing faculty now
and into the future. Take a look at the
age of full-time nursing faculty across
America. Unfortunately, that reflects
an older population now teaching in
our nursing schools, soon to retire. The
median age of a doctoral-prepared
nursing faculty member in America is
52. The average age of retirement for
faculty is 62. It is expected that 200 to
300 doctorally prepared faculty will be
eligible for retirement each year from
2005 to 2012, reducing even more the
faculty available to train the nurses we
need.

We think help should be on the way,
and it should start in the Senate. Our
leader on the Democratic side of the
aisle is Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI of
Maryland. She has been the strong
voice for nurses as long as she has
served in the Senate. I am happy today
to join her in introducing the Nurse
Education Expansion and Development
Act. The Act would provide schools of
nursing with grants to hire and retain
new faculty, purchase educational
equipment, enhance clinical labora-
tories and expand and repair infra-
structure. This bill would also require
the Government Accountability Office,
the GAO, to report on ways to increase
participation in the nurse faculty pro-
fession.

Nurses care for our Kkids, our
grandkids, our parents—people whom
we love. We know the difference they
make in everyone’s life and increas-
ingly we are noticing the difference
when we do not have enough nurses,
these dedicated men and women, when
we need them the most. We must take
deliberate action now to solve this crit-
ical health care problem. I urge all my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this Mikulski-Durbin legisla-
tion. I think this is an important step
in the direction toward quality health
care for generations to come.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3588

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Nurse Edu-
cation, Expansion, and Development Act of
2006°.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds as follows:

(1) While the Nurse Reinvestment Act
(Public Law 107-205) helped to increase appli-
cations to schools of nursing by 175 percent,
schools of nursing have been unable to ac-
commodate the influx of interested students
because they have an insufficient number of
nurse educators. It is estimated that—

(A) in the 2005-2006 school year—

(i) 66 percent of schools of nursing had both
1 to 16 vacant faculty positions and needed
additional faculty; and

(ii) an additional 15.7 percent of schools of
nursing needed additional faculty, but
lacked the resources needed to add more po-
sitions; and

(B) 41,683 eligible candidates were denied
admission to schools of nursing in 2005, pri-
marily due to an insufficient number of fac-
ulty members.

(2) A growing number of nurses with doc-
toral degrees are choosing careers outside of
education. Over the last few years, there has
been a 12 percent increase in doctoral nurs-
ing graduates seeking employment outside
the education profession.

(3) The average age of nurse faculty at re-
tirement is 62.5 years. With the average age
of doctorally-prepared professors currently
at 57.5 years, a wave of retirements is ex-
pected within the next 10 years.

(4) Master’s and doctoral programs in nurs-
ing are not producing a large enough pool of
potential nurse educators to meet the pro-
jected demand for nurses over the next 10
yvears. While graduations from master’s and
doctoral programs in nursing rose by 10.5
percent and 1.5 percent, respectively, in the
2005-2006 school year, projections still dem-
onstrate a shortage of nurse faculty. Given
current trends, there will be at least 2,616 un-
filled faculty positions in 2012.

(5) According to the November 2005 Month-
ly Labor Review from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, more than 1,200,000 new and re-
placement nurses will be needed by 2014.

SEC. 3. CAPITATION GRANTS TO INCREASE THE
NUMBER OF NURSING FACULTY AND
STUDENTS.

(a) GRANTS.—Part D of title VIII of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 296p) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 832. CAPITATION GRANTS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose de-
scribed in subsection (b), the Secretary, act-
ing through the Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration, shall award a grant
each fiscal year in an amount determined in
accordance with subsection (c¢) to each eligi-
ble school of nursing that submits an appli-
cation in accordance with this section.

‘“(b) PURPOSE.—A funding agreement for a
grant under this section is that the eligible
school of nursing involved will expend the
grant to increase the number of nursing fac-
ulty and students at the school, including by
hiring new faculty, retaining current fac-
ulty, purchasing educational equipment and
audiovisual laboratories, enhancing clinical
laboratories, repairing and expanding infra-
structure, or recruiting students.

““(c) GRANT COMPUTATION.—

‘(1) AMOUNT PER STUDENT.—Subject to
paragraph (2), the amount of a grant to an el-
igible school of nursing under this section
for a fiscal year shall be the total of the fol-
lowing, as determined by the Secretary:

““(A) Not to exceed $1,800 for each full-time
or part-time student who is enrolled at the
school in a graduate program in nursing
that—

‘(i) leads to a master’s degree, a doctoral
degree, or an equivalent degree; and
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‘‘(ii) prepares individuals to serve as fac-
ulty through additional course work in edu-
cation and ensuring competency in an ad-
vanced practice area.

‘“(B) Not to exceed $1,405 for each full-time
or part-time student who—

‘(i) is enrolled at the school in a program
in nursing leading to a bachelor of science
degree, a bachelor of nursing degree, a grad-
uate degree in nursing if such program does
not meet the requirements of subparagraph
(A), or an equivalent degree; and

‘‘(ii) has not more than 3 years of academic
credits remaining in the program.

“(C) Not to exceed $966 for each full-time
or part-time student who is enrolled at the
school in a program in nursing leading to an
associate degree in nursing or an equivalent
degree.

“4(2) LIMITATION.—In calculating the
amount of a grant to a school under para-
graph (1), the Secretary may not make a
payment with respect to a particular stu-
dent—

“(A) for more than 2 fiscal years in the
case of a student described in paragraph
(1)(A) who is enrolled in a graduate program
in nursing leading to a master’s degree or an
equivalent degree;

‘“(B) for more than 4 fiscal years in the
case of a student described in paragraph
(1)(A) who is enrolled in a graduate program
in nursing leading to a doctoral degree or an
equivalent degree;

‘“(C) for more than 3 fiscal years in the
case of a student described in paragraph
(1)(B); or

‘(D) for more than 2 fiscal years in the
case of a student described in paragraph
1)(©).

*“(d) EL1GIBILITY.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘eligible school of nursing’
means a school of nursing that—

‘(1) is accredited by a nursing accrediting
agency recognized by the Secretary of Edu-
cation;

‘“(2) has a passage rate on the National
Council Licensure Examination for Reg-
istered Nurses of not less than 80 percent for
each of the 3 school years preceding submis-
sion of the grant application; and

‘“(3) has a graduation rate (based on the
number of students in a class who graduate
relative to, for a baccalaureate program, the
number of students who were enrolled in the
class at the beginning of junior year or, for
an associate degree program, the number of
students who were enrolled in the class at
the end of the first year) of not less than 80
percent for each of the 3 school years pre-
ceding submission of the grant application.

‘‘(e) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary may
award a grant under this section to an eligi-
ble school of nursing only if the school gives
assurances satisfactory to the Secretary
that, for each school year for which the
grant is awarded, the school will comply
with the following:

‘(1) The school will maintain a passage
rate on the National Council Licensure Ex-
amination for Registered Nurses of not less
than 80 percent.

‘“(2) The school will maintain a graduation
rate (as described in subsection (d)(3)) of not
less than 80 percent.

“(3)(A) Subject to subparagraphs (B) and
(C), the first-year enrollment of full-time
nursing students in the school will exceed
such enrollment for the preceding school
year by 5 percent or 5 students, whichever is
greater.

‘“(B) Subparagraph (A) does not apply to
the first school year for which a school re-
ceives a grant under this section.

‘“(4) Not later than 1 year after receipt of
the grant, the school will formulate and im-
plement a plan to accomplish at least 2 of
the following:
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‘“‘(A) Establishing or significantly expand-
ing an accelerated baccalaureate degree
nursing program designed to graduate new
nurses in 12 to 18 months.

‘““(B) Establishing cooperative intradis-
ciplinary education among schools of nurs-
ing with a view toward shared use of techno-
logical resources, including information
technology.

‘(C) Establishing cooperative interdiscipli-
nary training between schools of nursing and
schools of allied health, medicine, dentistry,
osteopathy, optometry, podiatry, pharmacy,
public health, or veterinary medicine, in-
cluding training for the use of the inter-
disciplinary team approach to the delivery of
health services.

‘(D) Integrating core competencies on evi-
dence-based practice, quality improvements,
and patient-centered care.

“(E) Increasing admissions, enrollment,
and retention of qualified individuals who
are financially disadvantaged.

“(F) Increasing enrollment of minority and
diverse student populations.

‘(G) Increasing enrollment of new grad-
uate baccalaureate nursing students in grad-
uate programs that educate nurse faculty
members.

‘“‘(H) Developing post-baccalaureate resi-
dency programs to prepare nurses for prac-
tice in specialty areas where nursing short-
ages are most severe.

“(I) Increasing integration of geriatric
content into the core curriculum.

‘“(J) Partnering with economically dis-
advantaged communities to provide nursing
education.

“(K) Expanding the ability of nurse man-
aged health centers to provide clinical edu-
cation training sites to nursing students.

¢“(5) The school will submit an annual re-
port to the Secretary that includes updated
information on the school with respect to
student enrollment, student retention, grad-
uation rates, passage rates on the National
Council Licensure Examination for Reg-
istered Nurses, the number of graduates em-
ployed as nursing faculty or nursing care
providers within 12 months of graduation,
and the number of students who are accepted
into graduate programs for further nursing
education.

¢“(6) The school will allow the Secretary to
make on-site inspections, and will comply
with the Secretary’s requests for informa-
tion, to determine the extent to which the
school is complying with the requirements of
this section.

“(f) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary
shall evaluate the results of grants under
this section and submit to the Congress—

(1) not later than 18 months after the date
of the enactment of this section, an interim
report on such results; and

‘(2) not later than the end of fiscal year
2009, a final report on such results.

‘(g) APPLICATION.—To seek a grant under
this section, a school nursing shall submit
an application to the Secretary at such time,
in such manner, and containing such infor-
mation and assurances as the Secretary may
require.

““(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For the costs of carrying
out this section (except the costs described
in paragraph (2)), there are authorized to be
appropriated $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2007,
$85,000,000 for fiscal year 2008, and $95,000,000
for fiscal year 2009.

‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—For the costs
of administering this section, including the
costs of evaluating the results of grants and
submitting reports to the Congress, there are
authorized to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary for each of fiscal years
2007, 2008, and 2009.”".

(b) GAO STUDY.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Comptroller General of the United States
shall conduct a study and submit a report to
the Congress on ways to increase participa-
tion in the nurse faculty profession.

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall include the fol-
lowing:

(A) A discussion of the master’s degree and
doctoral degree programs that are successful
in placing graduates as faculty in schools of
nursing.

(B) An examination of compensation dis-
parities throughout the nursing profession
and compensation disparities between higher
education instructional faculty generally
and higher education instructional nursing
faculty.

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. LAUTENBERG,
Mr. CHAFEE, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. OBAMA):

S. 3591. A bill to improve efficiency in
the Federal Government through the
use of high-performance green build-
ings, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works,

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, it is
with great pleasure that I rise today to
introduce the High-Performance Green
Buildings Act of 2006. This bipartisan
bill will go far to further expand Fed-
eral green building initiatives and en-
sure our Federal buildings and schools
are safe, efficient and good for the en-
vironment.

I would like to thank all of the bill’s
cosponsors for working with me in a bi-
partisan manner to introduce this im-
portant legislation and implore my col-
leagues to join us in moving this legis-
lation forward. Not only will this bill
improve Federal building efficiency
and employee health and productivity,
it also demonstrates the leadership of
the Federal Government on high-per-
formance green buildings. This bill
seeks to codify existing green building
initiatives outlined in memorandums
of understanding or executive orders,
and further enhances ongoing green
building programs all across the Fed-
eral Government, including the White
House. I commend the past and current
leadership of the White House Office of
the Federal Environmental Executive
for all they have done within the ad-
ministration.

Preliminary studies are showing that
high-performance green buildings gen-
erate huge savings in utility costs due
to their efficient operating systems.
These studies have also demonstrated
that high-performance green buildings
provide a healthier work environment
for the occupants, resulting in fewer
absences due to illness. This in turn in-
creases worker productivity and en-
sures fewer health related costs. All of
these savings are generated, while sus-
taining very little impact on sur-
rounding environments.

According to the Department of En-
ergy, throughout the United States
buildings account for 39 percent of
total energy use, 70 percent of elec-
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tricity consumption, 38.1 percent of
greenhouse gas emissions, and 30 per-
cent of raw materials use. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency reports
that building related construction and
demolition debris account for nearly 37
percent of the total nonindustrial
waste, generating 136 million tons of
waste in a single year. Building occu-
pants also consume 12 percent of pota-
ble water consumption. Why not build
buildings that strive to conserve our
precious resources, reduce the harmful
pollutants that are damaging to the
environment and utilize recycled build-
ing materials?

In an era of great security concern,
green buildings have reduced energy re-
quirements and may use renewable
sources of energy that are off the elec-
tricity grid. Green buildings also use
less water and some even collect rain-
water to use throughout the building.
Should there be a terrorist act that
damages or destroys our Nation’s re-
sources, these buildings could assist in
keeping our government up and run-
ning.

There is no downside to utilizing
high-performance buildings. This ini-
tiative is taking off in the private sec-
tor. According to the U.S. Green Build-
ing Council, there are 500 certified
green buildings across the TUnited
States with 3,000 in the pipeline. This
legislation would ensure that the Fed-
eral Government is keeping pace with
the real world and doing its part to
protect the environment and provide a
safe workplace for its employees.

In my home State of Vermont, envi-
ronmental quality and economic oppor-
tunity are inextricably linked and
green buildings are a visible represen-
tation of this connection. The design,
construction, and functioning of green
buildings will not only enhance envi-
ronmental quality, worker produc-
tivity, and student learning, but will
also contribute to the enhancement of
a new economy. Environmental tech-
nologies and applications represent a
new value added area of economic
growth that is both efficient and effec-
tive.

The Federal Government can learn
from progressive policies being imple-
mented in the private sector, State
government and our Nation’s univer-
sities. For example, the University of
Vermont, understanding the positive
environmental, economic, and human
resources benefits, recently adopted a
green building policy for its campus
that would ensure that all new con-
struction and major renovations be at
the certified level of the U.S. Green
Building Council’s, USGBC, Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design,
LEED, green building rating system.
This policy is both responsible and af-
fordable.

In the 108th Congress, I introduced S.
2620, the High-Performance Green
Buildings Act of 2004. This new bill up-
dates that earlier version and includes
a few new provisions. This legislation
will coordinate the efforts within the
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Federal Government to promote high-
performance green buildings, provide
public outreach, and expand existing
research.

The General Services Administra-
tion, GSA, is the largest civilian land-
lord in the United States, with over
8,900 buildings in their current inven-
tory. This legislation creates an office
within GSA to oversee the green build-
ing efforts of agencies within the gov-
ernment. The GSA is a natural leader
to focus on our Federal buildings and
ensure that they are safe, healthy, and
efficient. The GSA is working to pro-
vide quality work environments for
Federal workers through green initia-
tives and is currently conducting re-
search on how best to increase work-
place effectiveness and occupant com-
fort. This bill will strengthen what
they have already started.

The bill creates a green building ad-
visory committee to advise the office
within GSA. The committee will be
comprised of key representatives from
each relevant agency, State, and local
governments, green building associa-
tions, experts within the building com-
munity, and environmental health ex-
perts for both adults and children. This
committee will enable the Federal
Government to stay up to date with
technology and the latest advance-
ments to ensure that high-performance
green buildings operate with the max-
imum  efficiency and ©provide a
healthier environment for their occu-
pants.

In addition, research efforts will be
expanded to focus on buildings and the
impact their systems have on human
health and worker productivity. We
just don’t know enough about the im-
pact of the built environment on its oc-
cupants. Take natural daylight for in-
stance. Studies are showing that a sim-
ple thing like exposure to daylight ac-
tually makes employees more produc-
tive and reduces absences due to ill-
ness. I would like to pursue this fur-
ther, as well as an indoor air quality
program for all Federal facilities. We
need to not only ensure the safety of
working employees for existing build-
ings, but also during construction and
renovation of facilities.

The High-Performance Green Build-
ings Act also requires that a good hard
look be taken at the budget process we
have used for years and explore ways to
improve the approval process for gov-
ernment projects. We need to grow
with the times and ensure that our
budget process allows us to take full
advantage of life-cycle costing. This
means that we allow our financial ex-
perts to factor in savings that green
buildings generate over time, and not
just look at the upfront cost of a build-
ing. It has been documented that high-
performance green buildings recover
any initial upfront costs from incor-
porating efficient systems within the
first few years of operation. The aver-
age life of a Federal building is over 50
years. In the times of soaring budget
deficits, it is imperative the Federal
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Government pursue all cost-saving op-
tions.

High-performance green buildings are
not just for Federal buildings, but in-
volve any type of building, including
schools. This legislation focuses on
providing healthier, more efficient
school facilities for our children. The
Government Accountability Office re-
ported years ago that over 14 million
children have their health affected by
poor conditions in schools. The
Healthy Schools Network is now re-
porting 32 million children are at high
risk of getting sick from their school
facility. It is unacceptable to stand by
and let the Nation’s children become ill
from preventable causes. This bill
takes a modest step forward and pro-
vides $10 million in grants to state and
local education agencies for technical
assistance and the implementation of
Environmental Protection Agency’s,
EPA, programs to address environ-
mental conditions of our schools like
the Tools for Schools Program and the
Healthy Schools Environmental As-
sessment Tool, Healthy SEAT. The bill
will help schools develop plans to focus
on the design, construction, and ren-
ovation of school facilities, and look at
systematic improvements for school
siting, indoor air quality, reducing con-
taminants, and other health issues.
This legislation also encourages re-
search to study the effects these sys-
tems are having on student health and
productivity. Our children deserve to
learn in an environment that is safe
and conducive to learning.

This bill will also promote leadership
within the Federal Government by re-
quiring all new construction and acqui-
sition be green, that leases for Federal
employees be energy efficient facilities
and include green design features, and
that guidelines be issued on how to
best renegotiate existing leases to
adopt these principles. Leadership is
also promoted through Federal incen-
tives for government agencies to build
high-performance green buildings, as
well as expanding the monitoring of
each Federal agency’s performance in
meeting green building requirements
and initiatives. It also creates a clear-
inghouse to keep individuals and enti-
ties, including the Federal Govern-
ment, informed on the information and
services that the office would provide.

Finally, by supporting this legisla-
tion, we will advance our under-
standing of green building technologies
and implications and simultaneously
advance our society. We have the ca-
pacity. This legislation provides the
Federal leadership to convert our aca-
demic buildings to integral compo-
nents of the curriculum rather than to
just facilities that house programs. As
learning centers and demonstration fa-
cilities, these green buildings will be
an example to all of us to be environ-
mentally responsible citizens.

I strongly encourage your support of
the High-Performance Green Buildings
Act of 2006 and ask unanimous consent
that the text of the High-Performance
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Green Buildings Act of 2006 be printed
in the RECORD, as well as the attached
letters of support for the bill.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3591

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘High-Performance Green Buildings Act
of 2006”°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definitions.
TITLE I—OFFICE OF HIGH-
PERFORMANCE GREEN BUILDINGS
Sec. 101. Oversight.
Sec. 102. Office of High-Performance Green
Buildings.

Green Building Advisory Com-

mittee.

Public outreach.

Research and development.

Budget and life-cycle costing and

contracting.

Authorization of appropriations.
TITLE II-HEALTHY HIGH-
PERFORMANCE SCHOOLS
201. Definitions.

202. Grants for healthy school environ-
ments.

203. Federal guidelines for siting of
school facilities.

Sec. 204. Environmental health program.

Sec. 205. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE III—STRENGTHENING FEDERAL
LEADERSHIP

Sec. 301. Incentives.

Sec. 302. Federal procurement.

Sec. 303. Federal green building perform-

ance.

TITLE IV—DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
Sec. 401. Coordination of goals.

Sec. 402. Authorization of appropriations.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator’” means the Administrator of General
Services.

(2) COMMITTEE.—The term ‘‘Committee’”’
means the Green Building Advisory Com-
mittee established under section 103(a).

(3) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’ means
the individual appointed to the position es-
tablished under section 101(a).

(4) FEDERAL FACILITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Federal facil-
ity”’ means any building or facility the in-
tended use of which requires the building or
facility to be—

(i) accessible to the public; and

(ii) constructed or altered by or on behalf
of the United States.

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Federal facil-
ity”’ does not include a privately-owned resi-
dential or commercial structure that is not
leased by the Federal Government.

() HIGH-PERFORMANCE GREEN BUILDING.—
The term ‘‘high-performance green building”’
means a building that, during its life-cycle—

(A) reduces energy, water, and material re-
source use;

(B) improves indoor environmental quality
including, reducing indoor pollution, improv-
ing thermal comfort, and improving lighting
and acoustic environments that affect occu-
pant health and productivity;

(C) reduces negative impacts on the envi-
ronment throughout the life-cycle of the
building, including air and water pollution
and waste generation;

Sec. 103.
104.
105.
106.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 107.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
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(D) increases the use of environmentally
preferable products, including biobased, re-
cycled content, and nontoxic products with
lower life-cycle impacts;

(E) increases reuse and recycling opportu-
nities;

(F) integrates systems in the building;

(G) reduces the environmental and energy
impacts of transportation through building
location and site design that support a full
range of transportation choices for users of
the building; and

(H) considers indoor and outdoor effects of
the building on human health and the envi-
ronment, including—

(i) improvements in worker productivity;

(ii) the life-cycle impacts of building mate-
rials and operations; and

(iii) other factors that the Office considers
to be appropriate.

(6) LIFE-CYCLE.—The term ‘‘life-cycle’’,
with respect to a high-performance green
building, means all stages of the useful life
of the building (including components,
equipment, systems, and controls of the
building) beginning at conception of a green
building project and continuing through site
selection, design, construction, landscaping,
commissioning, operation, maintenance, ren-
ovation, deconstruction or demolition, re-
moval, and recycling of the green building.

(7) LIFE-CYCLE ASSESSMENT.—The term
“life-cycle assessment’” means a comprehen-
sive system approach for measuring the envi-
ronmental performance of a product or serv-
ice over the life of the product or service, be-
ginning at raw materials acquisition and
continuing through manufacturing, trans-
portation, installation, use, reuse, and end-
of-life waste management.

(8) LIFE-CYCLE COSTING.—The term ‘‘life-
cycle costing’’, with respect to a high-per-
formance green building, means a technique
of economic evaluation that—

(A) sums, over a given study period, the
costs of initial investment (less resale
value), replacements, operations (including
energy use), and maintenance and repair of
an investment decision; and

(B) is expressed—

(i) in present value terms, in the case of a
study period equivalent to the longest useful
life of the building, determined by taking
into consideration the typical life of such a
building in the area in which the building is
to be located; or

(ii) in annual value terms, in the case of
any other study period.

(9) OFFICE.—The term ‘‘Office’” means the
Office of High-Performance Green Buildings
established under section 102(a).

TITLE I—OFFICE OF HIGH-PERFORMANCE
GREEN BUILDINGS
SEC. 101. OVERSIGHT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
establish within the General Services Ad-
ministration, and appoint an individual to
serve as Director in, a position in the career-
reserved Senior Executive service, to—

(1) establish and manage the Office in ac-
cordance with section 102; and

(2) carry out other duties as required under
this Act.

(b) COMPENSATION.—The compensation of
the Director shall not exceed the maximum
rate of basic pay for the Senior Executive
Service under section 5382 of title 5, United
States Code, including any applicable local-
ity-based comparability payment that may
be authorized under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of
that title.
SEC. 102. OFFICE OF HIGH-PERFORMANCE
GREEN BUILDINGS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall es-
tablish within the General Services Adminis-
tration an Office of High-Performance Green
Buildings.
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(b) DUTIES.—The Director shall—

(1) ensure full coordination of high-per-
formance green building information and ac-
tivities within the General Services Admin-
istration and all relevant agencies, includ-
ing, at a minimum—

(A) the Environmental Protection Agency;

(B) the Office of the Federal Environ-
mental Executive;

(C) the Office of Federal Procurement Pol-
1cy;

(D) the Department of Energy;

(E) the Department of Health and Human
Services;

(F') the Department of Defense; and

(G) such other Federal agencies as the Di-
rector considers to be appropriate;

(2) establish a senior-level Federal green
building advisory committee, which shall
provide advice and recommendations in ac-
cordance with section 103;

(3) identify and biennially reassess im-
proved or higher rating standards rec-
ommended by the Committee;

(4) establish a national high-performance
green building clearinghouse in accordance
with section 104, which shall provide green
building information through—

(A) outreach;

(B) education; and

(C) the provision of technical assistance;

(5) ensure full coordination of research and
development information relating to high-
performance green building initiatives under
section 105;

(6) identify and develop green building
standards that could be used for all types of
Federal facilities in accordance with section
105;

(7) establish green practices that can be
used throughout the life of a Federal facil-

ity;
(8) review and analyze current Federal
budget practices and life-cycle costing

issues, and make recommendations to Con-
gress, in accordance with section 106; and

(9) complete and submit the report de-
scribed in subsection (c).

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, and bien-
nially thereafter, the Director shall submit
to Congress a report that—

(1) describes the status of the green build-
ing initiatives under this Act and other Fed-
eral programs in effect as of the date of the
report, including—

(A) the extent to which the programs are
being carried out in accordance with this
Act; and

(B) the status of funding requests and ap-
propriations for those programs;

(2) identifies within the planning, budg-
eting, and construction process all types of
Federal facility procedures that inhibit new
and existing Federal facilities from becom-
ing high-performance green buildings as
measured by—

(A) a silver rating, as defined by the Lead-
ership in Energy and Environmental Design
Building Rating System standard established
by the United States Green Building Council
(or an equivalent rating); or

(B) an improved or higher rating standard,
as identified by the Committee;

(3) identifies inconsistencies, as reported
to the Committee, in Federal law with re-
spect to product acquisition guidelines and
high-performance product guidelines;

(4) recommends language for uniform
standards for use by Federal agencies in en-
vironmentally responsible acquisition;

() in coordination with the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, reviews the budget
process for capital programs with respect to
alternatives for—

(A) restructuring of budgets to require the
use of complete energy- and environmental-
cost accounting;
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(B) using operations expenditures in budg-
et-related decisions while simultaneously in-
corporating productivity and health meas-
ures (as those measures can be quantified by
the Office, with the assistance of universities
and national laboratories);

(C) permitting Federal agencies to retain
all identified savings accrued as a result of
the use of life-cycle costing for future high-
performance green building initiatives; and

(D) identifying short- and long-term cost
savings that accrue from high-performance
green buildings, including those relating to
health and productivity;

(6) identifies green, self-sustaining tech-
nologies to address the operational needs of
Federal facilities in times of national secu-
rity emergencies, natural disasters, or other
dire emergencies;

(7) summarizes and highlights develop-
ment, at the State and local level, of green
building initiatives, including executive or-
ders, policies, or laws adopted promoting
green building (including the status of im-
plementation of those initiatives); and

(8) includes, for the 2-year period covered
by the report, recommendations to address
each of the matters, and a plan for imple-

mentation of each recommendation, de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (6).
(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Office shall

carry out each plan for implementation of

recommendations under subsection (¢)(7).

SEC. 103. GREEN BUILDING ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Director shall establish a committee to
be known as the ‘“Green Building Advisory
Committee”.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Committee shall be
composed of representatives of, at a min-
imum—

(1) each agency referred to in section
102(b)(1); and

(2) other relevant entities, as determined
by the Director, including at least 1 rep-
resentative of each of the following:

(A) State and local governmental green
building programs.

(B) Independent green building associa-
tions or councils.

(C) Building experts, including architects,
material suppliers, and construction con-
tractors.

(D) Security advisors focusing on national
security needs, natural disasters, and other
dire emergency situations.

(E) Children and adult environmental
health experts.

(c) MEETINGS.—The Director shall establish
a regular schedule of meetings for the Com-
mittee, which shall convene a minimum of 6
times each year.

(d) DUTIES.—The Committee shall provide
advice and expertise for use by the Director
in carrying out the duties under this Act, in-
cluding such recommendations relating to
Federal activities carried out under sections
104 through 106 as are agreed to by a major-
ity of the members of the Committee.

(e) FACA EXEMPTION.—The Committee
shall not be subject to the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (6 U.S.C. App.).

SEC. 104. PUBLIC OUTREACH.

The Director, in coordination with the
Committee, shall carry out public outreach
to inform individuals and entities of the in-
formation and services available Govern-
ment-wide by—

(1) establishing and maintaining a national
high-performance green building clearing-
house, including on the Internet, that—

(A) identifies existing similar efforts and
coordinates activities of common interest;
and

(B) provides information relating to high-
performance green buildings, including
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hyperlinks to Internet sites that describe the
activities, information, and resources of—

(i) the Federal Government;

(ii) State and local governments;

(iii) the private sector (including non-
governmental and nonprofit entities and or-
ganizations); and

(iv) international organizations;

(2) identifying and recommending edu-
cational resources for implementing high-
performance green building practices, in-
cluding security and emergency benefits and
practices;

(3) providing access to technical assistance
on using tools and resources to make more
cost-effective, energy-efficient, health-pro-
tective, and environmentally beneficial deci-
sions for constructing high-performance
green buildings, particularly tools available
to conduct life-cycle costing and life-cycle
assessment;

(4) providing information on application
processes for certifying a high-performance
green building, including certification and
commissioning; and

(6) providing technical information, mar-
ket research, or other forms of assistance or
advice that would be useful in planning and
constructing high-performance green build-
ings; and

(6) using such other methods as are deter-
mined by the Director to be appropriate.

SEC. 105. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director, in co-
ordination with the Committee, shall—

(1)(A) survey existing research and studies
relating to high-performance green build-
ings; and

(B) coordinate activities of common inter-
est;

(2) develop and recommend a high-perform-
ance green building research plan that—

(A) identifies information and research
needs, including the relationships between
health, occupant productivity, and each of—

(i) pollutant emissions from materials and
products in the building;

(ii) natural day lighting;

(iii) ventilation choices and technologies;

(iv) heating, cooling, and system control
choices and technologies;

(v) moisture control and mold;

(vi) maintenance, cleaning, and pest con-
trol activities;

(vii) acoustics; and

(viii) other issues relating to the health,
comfort, productivity, and performance of
occupants of the building; and

(B) promotes the development and dissemi-
nation of high-performance green building
measurement tools that, at a minimum, may
be used—

(i) to monitor and assess the life-cycle per-
formance of facilities (including demonstra-
tion projects) built as high-performance
green buildings; and

(ii) to perform life-cycle assessments;

(3) assist the budget and life-cycle costing
functions of the Office under section 106;

(4) study and identify potential benefits of
green buildings relating to security, natural
disaster, and emergency needs of the Federal
Government; and

(5) support other research initiatives deter-
mined by the Office.

(b) INDOOR AIR QUALITY.—The Director, in
consultation with the Committee, shall de-
velop and implement a comprehensive indoor
air quality program for all Federal facilities
to ensure the safety of Federal workers and
facility occupants—

(1) during new construction and renovation
of facilities; and

(2) in existing facilities.

SEC. 106. BUDGET AND LIFE-CYCLE COSTING AND
CONTRACTING.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director, in co-

ordination with the Committee, shall—
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(1) identify, review, and analyze current
budget and contracting practices that affect
achievement of high-performance green
buildings, including the identification of bar-
riers to green building life-cycle costing and
budgetary issues;

(2) develop guidance and conduct training
sessions with budget specialists and con-
tracting personnel from Federal agencies
and budget examiners to apply life-cycle cost
criteria to actual projects;

(3) identify tools to aid life-cycle cost deci-
sionmaking; and

(4) explore the feasibility of incorporating
the benefits of green buildings, such as secu-
rity benefits, into a cost-budget analysis to
aid in life-cycle costing for budget and deci-
sion making processes.

SEC. 107. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this title $4,000,000 for each of fis-
cal years 2007 through 2012, to remain avail-
able until expended.

TITLE II—HEALTHY HIGH-PERFORMANCE
SCHOOLS
SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) HIGH-PERFORMANCE SCHOOL.—The term
“‘high-performance school” has the meaning
given the term ‘‘healthy, high-performance
school building”’ in section 5586 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7277e).

(2) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term
‘‘local educational agency’ has the meaning
given the term in section 9101 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 7801).

(3) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term
‘‘State educational agency’ has the meaning
given the term in section 9101 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 7801).

SEC. 202. GRANTS FOR HEALTHY SCHOOL ENVI-
RONMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Education
and the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, may provide grants to State and
local educational agencies for use in—

(1) providing technical assistance for pro-
grams of the Environmental Protection
Agency (including the Tools for Schools Pro-
gram and the Healthy School Environmental
Assessment Tool) to schools for use in ad-
dressing environmental issues; and

(2) development of State school environ-
mental quality plans, in partnership with
the Environmental Protection Agency, that
include—

(A) standards for healthy high-performance
school building design, construction, and
renovation;

(B) identification of ongoing school build-
ing environmental problems in the State, in-
cluding assessment of information on the ex-
posure of children to environmental hazards
in school facilities, as provided by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency;

(C) proposals for the systematic improve-
ment (including benchmarks and timelines)
of environmental conditions in schools
throughout the State, including—

(i) school building siting, construction, and
maintenance;

(ii) indoor air quality;

(iii) pest control;

(iv) radon contamination;

(v) lead contamination;

(vi) environmentally preferable purchasing
of products for classroom instruction and for
maintenance;

(vii) hazard identification and remediation;
and

(viii) modes of transportation available to
students and staff;
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(D) recommendations for improvements in
the capacity of the State to track child and
adult health complaints relating to schools;
and

(E) plans for operation as an emergency,
self-sustaining evacuation center.

(b) OTHER GRANTS.—The Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency may
provide grants to qualified, nonprofit organi-
zations to assist in community and public
education on healthy school environments.

(c) COST SHARING.—

(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of a project or activity carried out
using funds from a grant under subsection
(a) shall not exceed 90 percent.

(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal
share of the cost of a project or activity car-
ried out using funds from a grant under sub-
section (a) may be provided in the form of
cash or in-kind goods and services.

(d) GRANT PRIORITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In providing grants under
this section for use in carrying out the pro-
gram referred to in subsection (a)(1), the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, in consultation with the Secretary
of Education, shall give priority to school
districts with need for environmental im-
provement as identified in the school envi-
ronmental plans described in this section.

(2) RESPONSIBILITY OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
AND STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—

(A) SCHOOL DISTRICTS.—Not later than 2
years after the date of enactment of this
Act, and annually thereafter, each school
district that receives funds from the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to carry out a program described in
subsection (a) shall submit to the State edu-
cational agency with jurisdiction over the
school district a report that includes—

(i) a list of schools in the districts that, as
of the date of the report, have accepted funds
or other assistance from the Environmental
Protection Agency for use in carrying out
this section; and

(ii) an overview of the impact of the funds,
including—

(I) general data regarding measures of stu-
dent health and attendance rates before and
after grant intervention; and

(IT) descriptions of toxic or hazardous
cleaning, maintenance, or instructional
products eliminated or reduced in use as part
of the promotion or remediation of the in-
door air quality of schools within the school
district; and

(iii) basic information on the potential in-
fluence of other factors (such as the installa-
tion of carpet and HVAC systems and similar
activities) on air quality.

(B) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY REPORTS.—
Not later than 180 days after the date on
which each State educational agency has re-
ceived the annual reports under subpara-
graph (A) from all participating school dis-
tricts, the State educational agency shall
submit to the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and Congress a
consolidated report of all information re-
ceived from the school districts.

SEC. 203. FEDERAL GUIDELINES FOR SITING OF
SCHOOL FACILITIES.

The Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, in consultation with the
Secretary of Education and the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, shall develop
school site selection guidelines that account
for—

(1) the special vulnerability of children to
hazardous substances or pollution exposures
in any case in which the potential for con-
tamination at a potential school site exists,
as determined by the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Education;
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(2) modes of transportation available to
students and staff; and

(3) the potential use of a school at the site
as an emergency shelter.

SEC. 204. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Education,
the Secretary of Health and Human Services,
and other relevant agencies, shall issue
guidelines for use by the State in developing
and implementing an environmental health
program for schools that—

(1) takes into account the status and find-
ings of Federal research initiatives estab-
lished under this Act and other relevant Fed-
eral law with respect to school facilities, in-
cluding relevant updates on trends in the
field, such as the impact of school facility
environments on student and staff—

(A) health, safety, and productivity; and

(B) disabilities or special needs;

(2) provides research using relevant tools
identified or developed in accordance with
section 105 to quantify the relationships be-
tween—

(A) human health, occupant productivity,
and student performance; and

(B) with respect to school facilities, each
of—

(i) pollutant emissions from materials and
products;

(ii) natural day lighting;

(iii) ventilation choices and technologies;

(iv) heating and cooling choices and tech-
nologies;

(v) moisture control and mold;

(vi) maintenance, cleaning, and pest con-
trol activities;

(vii) acoustics; and

(viii) other issues relating to the health,
comfort, productivity, and performance of
occupants of the school facilities;

(3) provides technical assistance on siting,
design, management, and operation of school
facilities, including facilities used by stu-
dents with disabilities or special needs;

(4) collaborates with federally funded pedi-
atric environmental health centers to assist
in on-site school environmental investiga-
tions;

(5) assists States and the public in better
understanding and improving the environ-
mental health of children; and

(6) provides to the Office a biennial report
of all activities carried out under this title,
which the Director shall include in the re-
port described in section 102(c).

(b) PUBLIC OUTREACH.—The Director shall
ensure, to the maximum extent practicable,
that the public clearinghouse established
under section 104 receives and makes avail-
able—

(1) information from the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency that
is contained in the report described in sub-
section (a)(6); and

(2) information on the exposure of children
to environmental hazards in school facili-
ties, as provided by the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency.

SEC. 205. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this title $10,000,000 for the period
of fiscal years 2007 through 2012, to remain
available until expended.

TITLE III—STRENGTHENING FEDERAL

LEADERSHIP
SEC. 301. INCENTIVES.

As soon as practicable after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Director shall iden-
tify incentives to encourage the use of green
buildings and related technology in the oper-
ations of the Federal Government, including
through—

(1) the provision of recognition awards; and

(2) the maximum feasible retention of fi-
nancial savings in the annual budgets of Fed-
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eral agencies for use in reinvesting in future
green building initiatives.
SEC. 302. FEDERAL PROCUREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Director of the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy, in consultation with the Direc-
tor and the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, shall
promulgate revisions of the applicable acqui-
sition regulations, to take effect as of the
date of promulgation of the revisions—

(1) to direct any Federal procurement ex-
ecutives involved in the acquisition, con-
struction, or major renovation (including
contracting for the construction or major
renovation) of any facility—

(A) to employ integrated design principles;

(B) to improve site selection for environ-
mental and community benefits;

(C) to optimize building and systems en-
ergy performance;

(D) to protect and conserve water;

(E) to enhance indoor environmental qual-
ity; and

(F) to reduce environmental impacts of
materials and waste flows; and

(2) to direct Federal procurement execu-
tives involved in leasing buildings, to give
preference to the lease of facilities that—

(A) are energy-efficient; and

(B) to the maximum extent practicable,
have applied contemporary high-perform-
ance and sustainable design principles during
construction or renovation.

(b) GUIDANCE.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of promulgation of the revised regu-
lations under subsection (a), the Director
shall issue guidance to all Federal procure-
ment executives providing direction and in-
structions to renegotiate the design of pro-
posed facilities, renovations for existing fa-
cilities, and leased facilities to incorporate
improvements that are consistent with this
section.

SEC. 303. FEDERAL GREEN BUILDING PERFORM-
ANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 31
of each of the 2 fiscal years following the fis-
cal year in which this Act is enacted, and at
such times thereafter as the Comptroller
General of the United States determines to
be appropriate, the Comptroller General of
the United States shall, with respect to the
fiscal years that have passed since the pre-
ceding report—

(1) conduct an audit of the implementation
of this Act; and

(2) submit to the Office, the Committee,
the Administrator, and Congress a report de-
scribing the results of the audit.

(b) CONTENTS.—An audit under subsection
(a) shall include a review, with respect to the
period covered by the report under sub-
section (a)(2), of—

(1) budget, life-cycle costing, and con-
tracting issues, using best practices identi-
fied by the Comptroller General of the
United States and heads of other agencies in
accordance with section 106;

(2) the level of coordination among the Of-
fice, the Office of Management and Budget,
and relevant agencies;

(3) the performance of the Office in car-
rying out the implementation plan;

(4) the design stage of high-performance
green building measures;

(5) high-performance building data that
were collected and reported to the Office;
and

(6) such other matters as the Comptroller
General of the United States determines to
be appropriate.

(c) CONSULTATION.—The Director shall con-
sult with the Committee to enhance and as-
sist the implementation of the Environ-
mental Stewardship Scorecard announced at
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the White House Summit on Federal sustain-
able buildings in January 2006, to measure
the implementation by each Federal agency
of sustainable design and green building ini-
tiatives.

TITLE IV—DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
SEC. 401. COORDINATION OF GOALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall estab-
lish guidelines to implement a demonstra-
tion project to contribute to the research
goals of the Office.

(b) PROJECTS.—In accordance with guide-
lines established by the Director under sub-
section (a) and the duties of the Director de-
scribed in title I, the Director shall carry
out—

(1) for each of fiscal years 2008 through
2013, 1 demonstration project in a Federal
building selected by the Director in accord-
ance with relevant agencies and described in
subsection (¢)(1), that—

(A) provides for the evaluation of the infor-
mation obtained through the conduct of
projects and activities under this Act; and

(B) achieves a platinum rating, as defined
by the Leadership in Energy and Environ-
mental Design Building Rating System
standard established by the United States
Green Building Council (or equivalent rat-
ing); and

(2) no fewer than 4 demonstration projects
at 4 universities, that, as competitively se-
lected by the Director in accordance with
subsection (c)(2), have—

(A) appropriate research resources and rel-
evant projects to meet the goals of the dem-
onstration project established by the Office;
and

(B) the ability—

(i) to serve as a model for high-perform-
ance green building initiatives, including re-
search and education;

(ii) to identify the most effective ways to
use high-performance green building and
landscape technologies to engage and edu-
cate undergraduate and graduate students;

(iii) to effectively implement a high-per-
formance green building education program
for students and occupants;

(iv) to demonstrate the effectiveness of
various high-performance technologies in
each of the 4 climatic regions of the United
States described in subsection (¢)(2)(B); and

(v) to explore quantifiable and nonquantifi-
able beneficial impacts on public health and
employee and student performance.

(c) CRITERIA.—

(1) FEDERAL FACILITIES.—With respect to
the existing or proposed Federal facility at
which a demonstration project under this
section is conducted, the Federal facility
shall—

(A) be an appropriate model for a project
relating to—

(i) the effectiveness of high-performance
technologies;

(ii) analysis of materials, components, sys-
tems, and emergency operations in the build-
ing, and the impact of those materials, com-
ponents, and systems, including the impact
on the health of building occupants;

(iii) life-cycle costing and life-cycle assess-
ment of building materials and systems; and

(iv) location and design that promote ac-
cess to the Federal facility through walking,
biking, and mass transit; and

(B) possess sufficient technological and or-
ganizational adaptability.

(2) UNIVERSITIES.—With respect to the 4
universities at which a demonstration
project under this section is conducted—

(A) the universities should be selected,
after careful review of all applications re-
ceived containing the required information,
as determined by the Director, based on—

(i) successful and established public-pri-
vate research and development partnerships;
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(ii) demonstrated capabilities to construct
or renovate buildings that meet high indoor
environmental quality standards;

(iii) organizational flexibility;

(iv) technological adaptability;

(v) the demonstrated capacity of at least 1
university to replicate lessons learned
among nearby or sister universities, pref-
erably by participation in groups or con-
sortia that promote sustainability;

(vi) the demonstrated capacity of at least 1
university to have officially-adopted, insti-
tution-wide ‘‘green building’’ guidelines for
all campus building projects; and

(vii) the demonstrated capacity of at least
1 university to have been recognized by simi-
lar institutions as a national leader in sus-
tainability education and curriculum for stu-
dents of the university; and

(B) each university shall be located in a
different climatic region of the United
States, each of which regions shall have, as
determined by the Office—

(i) a hot, dry climate;

(ii) a hot, humid climate;

(iii) a cold climate; or

(iv) a temperate climate (including a cli-
mate with cold winters and humid summers).

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, and annu-
ally thereafter through September 30, 2013—

(1) the Director shall submit to the Admin-
istrator a report that describes the status of
the demonstration projects; and

(2) each University at which a demonstra-
tion project under this section is conducted
shall submit to the Administrator a report
that describes the status of the demonstra-
tion projects under this section.

SEC. 402. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) FEDERAL DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the Federal demonstration project
described in section 401(b)(1) $10,000,000 for
the period of fiscal years 2008 through 2013,
to remain available until expended.

(b) UNIVERSITY DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS.—There is authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the university dem-
onstration projects described in section
401(b)(2) $10,000,000 for the period of fiscal
years 2008 through 2013, to remain available
until expended.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE
OF ARCHITECTS,
Washington, DC, June 15, 2006.
Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR JEFFORDS: The American
Institute of Architects has identified ‘‘sus-
tainability” as the number one issue among
our 75,000 members nationwide. We are con-
cerned about the effects that America’s pat-
tern of energy use is having on the world’s
climate. And we are particularly concerned
about the adverse effects that thoughtlessly
designed buildings can have on the natural
environment.

We believe that it is currently possible to
design and operate buildings of all types in
ways that conserve resources and drastically
reduce their environmental impact. For that
reason, we strongly support incentives to
create more sustainable architecture.

The High Performance Green Buildings Act
of 2006, which you are sponsoring, is an ex-
cellent start toward moving the federal gov-
ernment in the direction of sustainable ar-
chitecture. The bill will create a specific Of-
fice of High Performance Green Buildings
within the General Services Administration
as well as an Advisory Committee of green
building experts to assist that office in ad-
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vancing the cause of sustainability within
the federal government.

The bill will also mandate the consider-
ation of life-cycle costing in the design and
procurement of federal buildings; a concept
long supported by the AIA. The bill will cre-
ate a grants program for high performance
and healthy schools, as well as health-based
guidelines for school construction. It is a
matter of great concern to the AIA that our
Nation’s school facilities are in a degraded
condition and that significant improvement
in student health and productivity could be
achieved through upgrading the structures
that now house our next generations.

The AIA is particularly supportive of the
provisions of the bill that call for revisions
to the Federal Acquisition Regulations to in-
corporate green design criteria into Federal
contracting for construction or renovation of
Federal buildings.

The AIA commends you for your leadership
in taking on these complex issues that are
closely intertwined with the Nation’s envi-
ronmental, energy and educational future.
The AIA supports your efforts, supports your
bill and would like to work with you to get
it passed into law.

Sincerely,
CHRISTINE W. MCENTEE,
Executive Vice President/CEO.
HEALTHY SCHOOLS NETWORK, INC.,
June 23, 2006.
Support for High-Performance Green Build-
ings Act of 2006.

Hon. JAMES JEFFORDS,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR JEFFORDS: Children do bet-
ter with a little fresh air and sunshine, in-
doors and out. The call for healthier schools
is a ‘‘back to basics’ drive, recalling neigh-
borhood schools with high ceilings and tall
windows that captured natural light and
ventilation and with durable floors and walls
that were easy to maintain.

Healthy Schools Network, Inc. is a na-
tional environmental health not for profit
representing parent, environment, health,
and education groups and individuals who
are dedicated to ensuring that every child
and school employee has an environmentally
healthy school. Our reports, informational
services, and advocacy have shaped new poli-
cies, laws, regulations, and funds for school
facilities in New York and Federally, and
fostered local and state coalitions Nation-
wide. We were honored to receive a US EPA
Children’s Health Protection Award in 2005
for our Healthy Schools/Healthy Kids Clear-
inghouse that has helped parents, schools,
and nonprofits in every state.

We support the High-Performance Green
Buildings Act of 2006 and the creation of an
Office of High-Performance Green Buildings.
We strongly support the Act’s Title II Healthy
High Performance Schools provisions to improve
our nation’s school facilities and our children’s
health and learning.

Title II authorizes U.S. EPA, advised by
Education and Health and Human Services,
to make grants to the states to develop school
environmental quality plans, including state
standards for school design that incorporate
energy efficiency, indoor air quality, and
low-emission interior finishes and products,
as well as resource conservation. This one
step alone will allow each state to adapt de-
sign protocols for use by local schools, as
well as to consider how best to “mix and
match’ public and private resources for im-
plementation. In addition, the creation of
systematic state plans could identify ongo-
ing school environmental problems and pro-
pose locally appropriate and system-wide im-
provements for siting, indoor air quality,
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lead contamination and pest problems,
‘“‘green’ purchasing, and outline plans for
using schools as emergency centers.

The Act also authorizes U.S. EPA to de-
velop Federal guidelines for the siting of
schools, taking into account the special vul-
nerability of children to hazardous sub-
stances, modes of transportation, and the po-
tential use of schools as emergency shelters.
U.S. EPA and the Agency for Toxic Sub-
stances and Disease Registry have collected
data on schools sited near or adjacent to haz-
ardous facilities.

In addition, Title II authorizes US EPA,
advised by Education and Health and Human
Services, to issue guidelines for use by states
in developing and implementing an environ-
mental health program for schools. This pro-
gram would provide research on children’s
health and school facilities and provide tech-
nical assistance on siting, design, manage-
ment, and operation of schools; collaborate
with the Federally sponsored pediatric envi-
ronmental health specialty units to assist
with any onsite environmental investiga-
tions; and assist states and the public in un-
derstanding and improving the environ-
mental health of children.

This Nation has a long way to go to ensure
that our children have healthy learning
places. In 1996, the US GAO estimated that
the poor condition of schools daily eroded
the health of 14 million children. US EPA es-
timates that half of the nation’s 120,000
schools have compromised indoor environ-
mental quality. Indoor air pollution is a top-
five human health hazard; asthma is the
leading cause of absenteeism and the leading
occupational disease among teachers. In 2004,
the US Department of Education Office of
the Under Secretary published its Congres-
sionally mandated National Priority Study
A Summary of Scientific Findings on Ad-
verse Effects of Indoor Environments on Stu-
dents’ Health, Academic Peiformance and
Attendance (http:/www.iehinc.com/PDF /
effects%20on%20students.pdf), finding that
the evidence suggested that poor environ-
ments adversely influences student health,
performance, and attendance. In the national
report Lessons Learned (2006), which pre-
sents state by state data analyses and stories
of sick or injured children, our office and our
two dozen organizational collaborators esti-
mated the number of children at high risk at
32 million of the 54 million enrolled. (See
http:/www.healthyschools.org/guides mate-
rials.html)

The need for healthier schools is now. At a
time when our nation is demanding a better
performance from every child and from every
school, we need to ensure that every child
has an environmentally healthy school.
Healthier school facilities, designed, built,
and cleaned and maintained as healthy high
performance facilities—often at no addi-
tional local cost—are known to positively af-
fect children’s performance and attendance
and teacher productivity. They are also asso-
ciated with lower suspension rates. Design-
ing more energy efficient facilities or replac-
ing old heating and ventilating systems with
up to date efficient systems or systems using
renewable energy resources could save
schools and their taxpayers billions of dol-
lars annually.

We commend you for your leadership on
these important issues and look forward to
working with you and the sponsors towards
the timely enactment and funding for this
important legislation.

Sincerely,
CLAIRE L. BARNETT,
Executive Director.
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ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY
STUDY INSTITUTE,
Washington, DC, June 27, 2006.
Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR JEFFORDS: The Environ-
mental and Energy Study Institute (EESI)
strongly supports the High-Performance
Green Buildings Act of 2006 you are intro-
ducing to advance the development of green
building facilities for both federal agencies
and schools. This legislation will:

—increase U.S. competitiveness in the in-
creasingly global green building market

—accelerate expansion of the green build-
ing market within the United States through
widespread Federal procurement, expanded
research, and establishment of a green build-
ing information clearinghouse

—improve student and worker health and
productivity through better indoor air qual-
ity

—increase U.S. energy savings

—support the growth of domestic recycled
and biobased product markets that can help
reduce the country’s reliance on imported oil
and

—reduce the environmental impacts of the
country’s built environment.

The General Services Administration
(GSA) owns and operates more than 500,000
buildings with over 3 billion square feet,
making it the largest landlord in the United
States. With this amount of owned space, the
GSA has the influence to ensure that Federal
buildings across the country are shining ex-
amples of smart building design. Through in-
centives laid out in this legislation, the Fed-
eral Government can lead the country by ex-
ample in incorporating green building de-
signs that save buildings money in oper-
ational costs. That is good government!

Furthermore, green buildings have im-
proved indoor air quality; this too saves the
Federal Government money due to reduced
sickness and absenteeism among its work-
force. The American Lung Association esti-
mates that indoor air pollution costs busi-
nesses more than $100 billion a year due to
death, sick days, direct medical costs, loss of
productivity, and damage to materials and
equipment. The Environmental Protection
Agency projects that 3,500 to 6,500 premature
deaths per year are the result of the effects
of indoor air pollutants.

Due to the heightened susceptibility of
children to airborne pollutants because of
their less developed immune systems, EESI
applauds your bill’s provisions to provide
schools grant assistance as well as technical
assistance in developing green building de-
sign. In fact, 20 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation, nearly 55 million people, are in U.S.
elementary and secondary schools, 110,000 of
which were reported to have unsatisfactory
indoor air quality in the 1990s. Without
grants like those outlined in your bill, most
school districts would not be able to fund
green building projects. EESI’s previous
work on this topic has found that schools
need Federal studies. They need a clearing-
house to provide information, and they need
grants to implement these projects and real-
ize their far-reaching benefits.

EESI strongly supports the use of recycled
and biobased products as components of the
bill’s green building design. Fabricated from
renewable domestic crops, biobased products
do not ‘“‘offgas’ or emit airborne toxins like
their petroleum-based counterparts which
can aggravate respiratory systems and nega-
tively affect health. Biobased products,
along with improvements in ventilation, en-
hance indoor air quality and improve occu-
pant health. They are also biodegradable and
therefore not harmful to the environment.
Furthermore, biobased products can be pro-
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duced domestically; providing evermore eco-
nomic opportunities to every state’s agricul-
tural sector.

Even as U.S. Federal agencies and schools
face tightening budgets, many green building
measures can be incorporated with minimal
up-front costs while yielding enormous sav-
ings during a building’s lifetime. Your bill’s
provision to establish an Office of High Per-
formance Green Buildings would elevate at-
tention to this issue and would play an es-
sential role as provider/distributor of solid
information so that agencies can pursue
‘“‘greening’ of buildings more easily, effi-
ciently and economically.

Demonstration projects can engage under-
graduate and graduate students—the leaders
of tomorrow—who will learn first-hand about
these innovations and take the experience
with them in their careers. These projects
also will incorporate smart siting and plan-
ning so that commuters can access them
through many modes of transportation in-
cluding mass transit, biking and walking. By
incorporating these concerns, these projects
not only address the energy consumed by the
buildings themselves but the energy con-
sumed in our transportation sector.

U.S. buildings consume about 40 percent of
the country’s annual primary energy use.
Because the Federal Government is the
country’s largest energy consumer, your bill
truly helps the Federal Government lead by
example.

Sincerely,
CAROL WERNER,
Ezxecutive Director, Environmental and
Energy Study Institute.

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself,
Mr. DoODD, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs.
CLINTON, and Mr. LIEBERMAN):

S. 3593 A bill to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to provide addi-
tional support to students; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a
privilege to join my colleagues in in-
troducing the Student Debt Relief Act
to lower college expenses for millions
of families and help ensure that cost is
not a barrier to a college education.

Earlier today, my colleagues and I
released a report on ‘“The College Cost
Crunch,” which contains detailed infor-
mation showing that students and
their families in every State are strug-
gling with skyrocketing college costs
and rising student loan debt.

The report makes clear that the
American dream is at risk unless col-
lege becomes more affordable. Parents
and students know how important a
college education is in our rapidly
changing world, and they’re willing to
make immense sacrifices in order to af-
ford it. But that sacrifice is getting
harder and harder as college costs go
up and as student debt increases as
well.

It is unacceptable in this era when
higher education in the United States
is becoming more important, that it is
also becoming more and more expen-
sive. As the report shows, the cost of
attending a public 4-year college has
increased 32 percent since 2000, while
median family incomes have increased
by only 6 percent over the same time
period.

Today, the cost of attendance is over
$12,000 at public colleges and over
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$26,000 at private colleges, and federal
student aid has not kept pace with
these rising costs. The maximum Pell
grant covered 51 percent of the cost of
college in 1986, but it covered only 35
percent of the cost last year.

As a result, families and students are
borrowing more than ever from the fed-
eral government and from private
banks to finance higher education.
Sixty-two percent of undergraduates at
4-year colleges are borrowing to fi-
nance their educations. The average
student graduates with over $19,000 in
student loan debt.

We need to solve this debt crisis now
before it spirals even farther out of
control.

Ensuring access to college is key to
our opportunity, our economy, and to
our values as a nation.

It affects opportunity, because each
year 400,000 qualified students do not
go to a 4-year college, because they
cannot afford to do so.

It affects our economy, because we
need to equip all of our citizens with a
college education to compete effec-
tively in the global economy.

It affects our values, because high
college costs and high student debt are
discouraging young Americans from
taking lower paying public service
jobs, from buying homes, and even
from getting married and starting a
family.

On July 1, to make matters even
worse, students and families face one of
the biggest student loan interest rate
hikes in the history of the program—
almost 2 percentage points in a single
year.

Our bill deals with these issues in
several ways.

First, it provides mandatory funding
for an immediate increase in the max-
imum Pell grant from $4,050 to $5,100,
with additional increases each year.

The bill also reforms the current stu-
dent loan programs and uses the sav-
ings to pay for additional increases in
need-based aid. This proposal—known
as the Student Aid Reward Act, or the
STAR Act—generates $13 billion over
10 years for new Pell grants—at zero
cost to the government and tax-
payers—by encouraging schools to use
the more efficient Direct Loan Pro-
gram instead of the guaranteed loan
program.

The bill cuts student loan interest
rates in half—to 3.4 percent for stu-
dents and 4.25 percent for parents. This
change will save average borrowers
nearly $4,000 in interest payments over
the life of their loans.

The bill gives borrowers the option to
help keep loan payments manageable
by tying the payments to income level
and capping the payments at 15 percent
of a borrower’s income. This provision
will enable young people to pursue
their passions in public service careers
such as teaching and social work, with-
out worrying about making ends meet
as they repay their debt.

The bill also extends and expands a
popular college tuition tax deduction,
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which Republicans allowed to expire at
the end of last year. The IRS estimates
that nearly 4.7 million students and
families took advantage of the deduc-
tion in 2004, which allowed them to de-
duct up to $4,000 in tuition expenses
from their taxes.

In Massachusetts, these changes
would help thousands of students. If
the Pell grant is increased to $5,100,
Massachusetts would receive $63 mil-
lion in new Pell grant aid. 4,700 addi-
tional students would receive grants,
and the average grant would increase
by more than $620—from $2,329 to
$2,950. If student loan interest rates are
cut in half, students in Massachusetts
would save $3,470 over the life of their
loans.

With more options to make loan pay-
ments contingent on income, new
teachers in Massachusetts, who earn
$34,000 a year, would have a reduction
of 22 percent in their monthly loan
payments, and after 10 years, their
loans would be forgiven.

Congress needs to act now to make
education a priority and do more to
help struggling students and families.

But the administration and the Re-
publican Congress have other prior-
ities. Earlier this year, they per-
petrated the biggest raid on student
aid in the history of the program—
stripping $12 billion from the program
to offset tax giveaways for the wealthi-
est Americans.

If we returned tax rates for the
wealthiest Americans to their levels
when President Bush took office, we
could pay for this entire proposal, and
pay for other priorities for struggling
middle class families as well.

Some of these proposals pay for
themselves by cutting wasteful bank
subsidies from the student loan pro-
grams and directing those funds to help
students afford college. Report after re-
port has shown that the Direct Loan
Program saves taxpayer money. It is
time for the Republican Congress to
stand up to their friends in the lending
industry and do what’s right for stu-
dents and families and the Nation.

We also need new investments in edu-
cation if we are serious about reviving
the American dream of a college edu-
cation.

When Congress passed the G.I. bill
after World War II, the Nation reaped a
benefit of $7 for every $1 invested in
sending our returning troops to col-
lege.

We need that kind of investment
again to assure prosperity for our fami-
lies and our Nation in the years ahead.
The Student Debt Relief Act is a good
step in the right direction, and I urge
my colleagues to support it.

I ask unanimous consent that our re-
port and the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3593

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Student
Debt Relief Act of 2006.

SEC. 2. INCREASE IN FEDERAL PELL GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 401(b)(2)(A) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1070a(b)(2)(A)) is amended by striking clauses
(i) through (v) and inserting the following:

‘(1) $5,100 for academic year 2007-2008;

¢4(ii) $5,400 for academic year 2008-2009;

‘“(iii) $5,700 for academic year 2009-2010;

““(iv) $6,000 for academic year 2010-2011; and

““(v) $6,300 for academic year 2011-2012,”’.

(b) ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—For an academic
year, in the case in which discretionary
amounts appropriated to carry out the Fed-
eral Pell Grant program under subpart 1 of
part A of title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070a et seq.) for such
academic year are sufficient to fund a max-
imum Federal Pell Grant award of $4,050,
then there are authorized to be appropriated,
and there are appropriated, additional
amounts to carry out the amendment made
by subsection (a) as follows:

Q) For academic year 2007-2008,
$4,310,000,000.

(2) For academic year 2008-2009,
$5,563,000,000.

3) For academic year 2009-2010,
$6,982,000,000.

(4) For academic year 2010-2011,
$8,398,000,000.

(5) For academic year 20112012,

$9,831,000,000.
SEC. 3. STUDENT AID REWARD PROGRAM.

Part G of title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1088 et seq.) is amended
by inserting after section 489 the following:
“SEC. 489A. STUDENT AID REWARD PROGRAM.

‘“(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
shall carry out a Student Aid Reward Pro-
gram to encourage institutions of higher
education to participate in the student loan
program under this title that is most cost-ef-
fective for taxpayers.

“(b) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying
out the Student Aid Reward Program, the
Secretary shall—

“(1) provide to each institution of higher
education participating in the student loan
program under this title that is most cost-ef-
fective for taxpayers, a Student Aid Reward
Payment, in an amount determined in ac-
cordance with subsection (c), to encourage
the institution to participate in that student
loan program;

‘“(2) require each institution of higher edu-
cation receiving a payment under this sec-
tion to provide student loans under such stu-
dent loan program for a period of 5 years
after the date the first payment is made
under this section;

‘“(3) where appropriate, require that funds
paid to institutions of higher education
under this section be used to award students
a supplement to such students’ Federal Pell
Grants under subpart 1 of part A;

‘“(4) permit such funds to also be used to
award need-based grants to lower- and mid-
dle-income graduate students; and

‘() encourage all institutions of higher
education to participate in the Student Aid
Reward Program under this section.

“(c) AMOUNT.—The amount of a Student
Aid Reward Payment under this section
shall be not less than 50 percent of the sav-
ings to the Federal Government generated
by the institution of higher education’s par-
ticipation in the student loan program under
this title that is most cost-effective for tax-
payers instead of the institution’s participa-
tion in the student loan program that is not
most cost-effective for taxpayers.

“(d) TRIGGER TO ENSURE COST NEU-
TRALITY.—

(1) LIMIT TO ENSURE COST NEUTRALITY.—
Notwithstanding subsection (c¢), the Sec-
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retary shall not distribute Student Aid Re-
ward Payments under the Student Aid Re-
ward Program that, in the aggregate, exceed
the Federal savings resulting from the im-
plementation of the Student Aid Reward
Program.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL SAVINGS.—In calculating Fed-
eral savings, as used in paragraph (1), the
Secretary shall determine Federal savings
on loans made to students at institutions of
higher education that participate in the stu-
dent loan program under this title that is
most cost-effective for taxpayers and that,
on the date of enactment of this section, par-
ticipated in the student loan program that is
not most cost-effective for taxpayers, result-
ing from the difference of—

‘“(A) the Federal cost of loan volume made
under the student loan program under this
title that is most cost-effective for tax-
payers; and

‘“(B) the Federal cost of an equivalent type
and amount of loan volume made, insured, or
guaranteed under the student loan program
under this title that is not most cost-effec-
tive for taxpayers.

‘“(3) DISTRIBUTION RULES.—If the Federal
savings determined under paragraph (2) is
not sufficient to distribute full Student Aid
Reward Payments under the Student Aid Re-
ward Program, the Secretary shall—

““(A) first make Student Aid Reward Pay-
ments to those institutions of higher edu-
cation that participated in the student loan
program under this title that is not most
cost-effective for taxpayers on the date of
enactment of this section; and

‘(B) with any remaining Federal savings
after making Student Aid Reward Payments
under subparagraph (A), make Student Aid
Reward Payments to the institutions of
higher education eligible for a Student Aid
Reward Payment and not described in sub-
paragraph (A) on a pro-rata basis.

‘‘(4) DISTRIBUTION TO STUDENTS.—Any insti-
tution of higher education that receives a
Student Aid Reward Payment under this sec-
tion—

‘““(A) shall distribute, where appropriate,
part or all of such payment among the stu-
dents of such institution who are Federal
Pell Grant recipients by awarding such stu-
dents a supplemental grant; and

‘“(B) may distribute part of such payment
as a supplemental grant to graduate stu-
dents in financial need.

‘“(5) ESTIMATES, ADJUSTMENTS, AND CARRY
OVER.—

‘“(A) ESTIMATES AND ADJUSTMENTS.—The
Secretary shall make Student Aid Reward
Payments to institutions of higher education
on the basis of estimates, using the best data
available at the beginning of an academic or
fiscal year. If the Secretary determines
thereafter that loan program costs for that
academic or fiscal year were different than
such estimate, the Secretary shall adjust by
reducing or increasing subsequent Student
Aid Reward Payments rewards paid to such
institutions of higher education to reflect
such difference.

‘(B) CARRY OVER.—Any institution of high-
er education that receives a reduced Student
Aid Reward Payment under paragraph (3)(B),
shall remain eligible for the unpaid portion
of such institution’s financial reward pay-
ment, as well as any additional financial re-
ward payments for which the institution is
otherwise eligible, in subsequent academic
or fiscal years.

‘‘(e) DEFINITION.—In this section:

‘(1) STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM UNDER THIS
TITLE THAT IS MOST COST-EFFECTIVE FOR TAX-
PAYERS.—The term ‘student loan program
under this title that is most cost-effective
for taxpayers’ means the loan program under
part B or D of this title that has the lowest
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overall cost to the Federal Government (in-
cluding administrative costs) for the loans
authorized by such parts.

‘(2) STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM UNDER THIS
TITLE THAT IS NOT MOST COST-EFFECTIVE FOR
TAXPAYERS.—The term ‘student loan pro-
gram under this title that is not most cost-
effective for taxpayers’ means the loan pro-
gram under part B or D of this title that does
not have the lowest overall cost to the Fed-
eral Government (including administrative
costs) for the loans authorized by such
parts.”.

SEC. 4. REDUCTION IN INTEREST RATES.

(a) FFEL.—Section 427A(1) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1077a(l)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ‘‘or 428C”’ and inserting °°,
428C, or 428H"’;

(B) by striking ‘‘6.8 percent” and inserting
¢3.4 percent’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
“Notwithstanding subsection (h), with re-
spect to any loan under section 428H for
which the first disbursement is made on or
after July 1, 2006, the applicable rate of in-
terest shall be 6.8 percent on the unpaid prin-
cipal balance of the loan.”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘8.5 per-
cent’ and inserting ‘‘4.25 percent”’.

(b) DIRECT LOANS.—Section 455(b)(7) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1087e(b)(7)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by striking ‘‘and Federal Direct Unsub-
sidized Stafford Loans’’;

(B) by striking ‘6.8 percent’ and inserting
‘3.4 percent’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
“Notwithstanding the preceding paragraphs
of this subsection, for Federal Direct Unsub-
sidized Stafford Loans for which the first dis-
bursement is made on or after July 1, 2006,
the applicable rate of interest shall be 6.8
percent on the unpaid principal balance of
the loan.”’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘7.9
percent’ and inserting ‘‘4.25 percent’’.

SEC. 5. IN-SCHOOL CONSOLIDATION.

Section 428(b)(7)(A) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1078(b)(7)(A)) is
amended by striking ‘‘shall begin’ and all
that follows through the period and inserting
‘‘shall begin—

‘(i) the day after 6 months after the date
the student ceases to carry at least one-half
the normal full-time academic workload (as
determined by the institution); or

‘‘(ii) on an earlier date if the borrower re-
quests and is granted a repayment schedule
that provides for repayment to commence at
an earlier date.”.

SEC. 6. CONSOLIDATION LOAN CHANGES.

Section 428C(a)(3) of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1078-3(a)(3)) is amended
to read as follows:

¢(3) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE BORROWER.—
For the purpose of this section, the term ‘eli-
gible borrower’ means a borrower who—

““(A) is not subject to a judgment secured
through litigation with respect to a loan
under this title or to an order for wage gar-
nishment under section 488A; and

‘“(B) at the time of application for a con-
solidation loan—

‘(i) is in repayment status as determined
under section 428(b)(7)(A);

‘“(ii) is in a grace period preceding repay-
ment; or

‘‘(iii) is a defaulted borrower who has made
arrangements to repay the obligation on the
defaulted loans satisfactory to the holders of
the defaulted loans.”.

SEC. 7. REDUCTION OF DIRECT LOAN ORIGINA-
TION FEES.

Section 455(c) of the Higher Education Act

of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087e(c)) is amended—
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(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ‘4.0 percent’” and inserting
‘3.0 percent’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘shall” and inserting ‘‘is
authorized to”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘3.0
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘2.0
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’’’;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘‘2.5
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘“ ‘1.5
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’’’;

(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking ¢ ‘2.0
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘“ ‘1.0
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’’’;

(D) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘‘1.5
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘0.5
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’’’; and

(E) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘1.0
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘0.0
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’”’.

SEC. 8. ELIMINATION OF EXCEPTIONAL
FORMER STATUS FOR LENDERS.

(a) REPEAL.—Section 4281 of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1078-9) is re-
pealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Part A of
title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965
(20 U.S.C.1070 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 428(c)(1)—

(A) by striking subparagraph (D); and

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (E)
through (H) as subparagraphs (D) and (G), re-
spectively; and

(2) in section 438(b)(5), by striking the mat-
ter following subparagraph (B).

SEC. 9. SCHOOLS AS LENDERS.

Section 435(d) of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1085(d)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(C), by inserting ‘‘Fed-
eral or” after ‘‘not to supplant,’”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(7T) ELIGIBLE LENDER TRUSTEE USE BY ELI-
GIBLE INSTITUTION.—In the case of an eligible
institution that uses an eligible lender trust-
ee for the purpose of qualifying as an eligible
lender under paragraph (2), such eligible
lender trustee shall be subject to the require-
ments of paragraphs (2) through (5).”.

SEC. 10. ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNT FOR DIRECT
LOAN PROGRAM.

Section 4568 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087h) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3) and
inserting the following:

“(2) MANDATORY FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEARS
2007 THROUGH 2011.—Each fiscal year there
shall be available to the Secretary, from
funds not otherwise appropriated, funds to be
obligated for—

‘“(A) administrative costs under this part
and part B, including the costs of the direct
student loan programs under this part; and

‘(B) account maintenance fees payable to
guaranty agencies under part B and cal-
culated in accordance with subsection (b),

not to exceed (from such funds not otherwise
appropriated) $904,000,000 in fiscal year 2007,
$943,000,000 in fiscal year 2008, $983,000,000 in
fiscal year 2009, $1,023,000,000 in fiscal year
2010, $1,064,000,000 in fiscal year 2011, and
$1,106,000,000 in fiscal year 2012."’;

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5)
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and

(C) in paragraph (3) (as redesignated in sub-
paragraph (B)), by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)”’
and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)”’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘(a)(3)”’
and inserting ‘‘(a)(2)”.
SEC. 11. INCOME CONTINGENT REPAYMENT FOR

PUBLIC SECTOR EMPLOYEES.

Section 455(e) of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087e(e)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“(7T) REPAYMENT PLAN FOR PUBLIC SECTOR
EMPLOYEES.—

PER-
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““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall for-
give the balance due on any loan made under
this part or section 428C(b)(6) for a bor-
rower—

‘(i) who has made 120 payments on such
loan pursuant to income contingent repay-
ment; and

‘(ii) who is employed, and was employed
for the 10-year period in which the borrower
made the 120 payments described in clause
(i), in a public sector job.

‘““(B) PUBLIC SECTOR JOB.—In this para-
graph, the term ‘public sector job’ means a
full-time job in emergency management,
government, public safety, law enforcement,
public health, education (including early
childhood education), or public interest legal
services (including prosecution or public de-
fense).

‘(8) RETURN TO STANDARD REPAYMENT.—A
borrower who is repaying a loan made under
this part pursuant to income contingent re-
payment may choose, at any time, to termi-
nate repayment pursuant to income contin-
gent repayment and repay such loan under
the standard repayment plan.”.

SEC. 12. DEFINITIONS OF PARTIAL FINANCIAL
HARDSHIP AND ECONOMIC HARD-
SHIP.

(a) PARTIAL FINANCIAL HARDSHIP.—Section
435 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 1085) is amended by inserting after
subsection (m) the following:

“(n) PARTIAL FINANCIAL HARDSHIP.—For
purposes of this part and part E, the term
‘partial financial hardship’ means the
amount by which the borrower’s annual Fed-
eral educational debt burden exceeds 15 per-
cent of the difference between—

‘(1) the borrower’s adjusted gross income;
and

‘(2) the poverty line applicable to the bor-
rower’s family size as determined under sec-
tion 673(2) of the Community Services Block
Grant Act.”.

(b) EcoNOMIC HARDSHIP.—Section 435(0) of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1085(0)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)({i), by striking
€100 percent of the poverty line for a family
of 2 and inserting ‘ ‘150 percent of the pov-
erty line applicable to the borrower’s family
size”’;

(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (B); and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking “(1)(C)”
and inserting “(1)(B)”.

SEC. 13. DEFERRALS.

(a) FISL.—Section 427(a)(2)(C) of the High-
er Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1077(a)(2)(C)) is amended to read as follows:

“(C) provides that—

‘(i) periodic installments of principal need
not be paid, but interest shall accrue and be
paid, during any period—

“(I) during which the borrower—

‘“‘(aa) is pursuing at least a half-time
course of study as determined by an eligible
institution; or

‘“‘(bb) is pursuing a course of study pursu-
ant to a graduate fellowship program ap-
proved by the Secretary, or pursuant to a re-
habilitation training program for individuals
with disabilities approved by the Secretary,

except that no borrower shall be eligible for
a deferment under this clause, or a loan
made under this part (other than a loan
made under section 428B or 428C), while serv-
ing in a medical internship or residency pro-
gram;

“(IT) not in excess of 3 years during which
the borrower is seeking and unable to find
full-time employment; or

“(ITII) during which the borrower has, or
will have, an economic hardship described in
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section 435(0), as determined by the lender in
accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary under such section; and

¢‘(ii) during any period during which a bor-
rower has, or will have, a partial financial
hardship defined in section 435(n), as deter-
mined by the lender in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary under
such section, the borrower—

‘(I) need only pay the portion of the peri-
odic installments of principal and interest
that exceeds the borrower’s partial financial
hardship for such period; and

“(II) may defer the remaining amount of
principal and interest (which interest shall
continue to accrue) for such period,

and provides that any such period shall not
be included in determining the 10-year period
described in subparagraph (B);”.

(b) INTEREST SUBSIDIES.—Section
428(b)(1)(M) of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1078(b)(1)(M)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘(M) provides that—

‘(i) periodic installments of principal need
not be paid, but interest shall accrue and be
paid by the Secretary, during any period—

“(I) during which the borrower—

‘““(aa) is pursuing at least a half-time
course of study as determined by an eligible
institution, except that no borrower, not-
withstanding the provisions of the promis-
sory note, shall be required to borrow an ad-
ditional loan under this title in order to be
eligible to receive a deferment under this
clause; or

‘““(bb) is pursuing a course of study pursu-
ant to a graduate fellowship program ap-
proved by the Secretary, or pursuant to a re-
habilitation training program for disabled
individuals approved by the Secretary,

except that no borrower shall be eligible for
a deferment under this clause, or loan made
under this part (other than a loan made
under 428B or 428C), while serving in a med-
ical internship or residency program;

“(IT) not in excess of 3 years during which
the borrower is seeking and unable to find
full-time employment, except that no bor-
rower who provides evidence of eligibility for
unemployment benefits shall be required to
provide additional paperwork for a
deferment under this clause;

“(ITI) not in excess of 3 years during which
the borrower—

‘“(aa) is serving on active duty during a
war or other military operation or national
emergency; or

‘“(bb) is performing qualifying National
Guard duty during a war or other military
operation or national emergency; or

‘“(IV) during which the borrower has, or
will have, an economic hardship described in
section 435(0), as determined by the lender in
accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary under such section; and

¢“(ii) during any period during which a bor-
rower has, or will have, a partial financial
hardship defined in section 435(n), as deter-
mined by the lender in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary under
such section, a portion of the periodic in-
stallments of principal and interest need not
be paid as follows:

““(I) the Secretary shall first pay the por-
tion of the periodic installments of interest
due that does not exceed the borrower’s par-
tial financial hardship for such period, and
any amount of interest due in excess of the
borrower’s partial financial hardship for
such period shall be paid by the borrower;
and

“(ITI) the borrower shall pay the periodic
installments of principal due for such period,
reduced by the difference between the partial
financial hardship and the amount of inter-
est paid under subclause (1);”.
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(c) DIRECT LOANS.—Section 455(f) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1087e(f)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(D), by striking ‘‘not in
excess of 3 years’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(5) PARTIAL FINANCIAL HARDSHIP
DEFERMENT.—During any period during
which a borrower has, or will have, a partial
financial hardship defined in section 435(n),
as determined by the Secretary in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed under such
section, a portion of the periodic install-
ments of principal and interest need not be
paid as follows:

“(A) In the case of a Federal Direct Staf-
ford Loan, a Federal Direct Consolidation
Loan that consolidated only Federal Direct
Stafford Loans, or a combination of such
loans and Federal Stafford Loans for which
the student borrower received an interest
subsidy under section 428—

‘(i) the amount of interest for such period
that does not exceed the borrower’s partial
financial hardship shall not accrue, and any
amount of interest due in excess of the bor-
rower’s partial financial hardship shall be
capitalized or be paid by the borrower; and

‘“(ii) the borrower shall pay the periodic in-
stallments of principal due for such period,
reduced by the difference between the partial
financial hardship and the amount of inter-
est paid under clause (i).

‘(B) In the case of a Federal Direct PLUS
Loan, a Federal Direct Unsubsidized Stafford
Loan, or a Federal Direct Consolidation
Loan not described in subparagraph (A)—

‘(i) the amount of interest and principal
that equals the borrower’s partial financial
hardship for such period need not be paid but
may be deferred or capitalized by the bor-
rower; and

‘(i) any amount of interest or principal
due in excess of the borrower’s partial finan-
cial hardship for such period shall be paid by
the borrower.”.

(d) PERKINS.—Section 464(c) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087dd(c)) is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (2)(A)(iv) and in-
serting the following:

“(iv) during which the borrower has, or
will have, an economic hardship described in
section 435(0), as determined by the lender in
accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary under such section; or’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(8) PARTIAL FINANCIAL HARDSHIP
DEFERMENT.—During any ©period during
which a borrower has, or will have, a partial
financial hardship defined in section 435(n),
as determined by the lender in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary
under such section, a portion of the periodic
installments of principal and interest need
not be paid as follows:

‘“(A) the Secretary shall first pay the peri-
odic installments of interest due for such pe-
riod that does not exceed the borrower’s par-
tial financial hardship, and any amount of
interest due in excess of the borrower’s par-
tial financial hardship shall be paid by the
borrower; and

‘“(B) the borrower shall pay the periodic in-
stallments of principal due reduced by the
difference between the partial financial
hardship and the amount of interest paid
under subparagraph (A).”.

SEC. 14. MAXIMUM REPAYMENT PERIOD.

Section 455(e) of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087e(e)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“(T) MAXIMUM REPAYMENT PERIOD.—In cal-
culating the extended period of time for
which an income contingent repayment plan
under this subsection may be in effect for a
borrower, the Secretary shall include all
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time periods during which a borrower of

loans under part B, part D, or part E—

‘“(A) is not in default on any loan that is
included in the income contingent repay-
ment plan; and

“(B)(1) qualifies for economic hardship de-
scribed in section 435(0);

‘“(ii) has a partial financial hardship de-
fined in section 435(n);

¢(iii) makes payments under a standard re-
payment plan described in section
428(b)(9)(A)(1) or 455(d)(1)(A), or

“(iv) makes payments under an extended
repayment plan described in section
428(b)(9)(A)(1v) or 455(d)(1)(C).”".

SEC. 15. INCREASE IN CONSOLIDATION LOAN
LENDER FEES.

(a) AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (2) of section
438(d) (20 U.S.C. 1087-1(d)) is amended to read
as follows:

*“(2) AMOUNT OF LOAN FEES.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), with respect to any loan
made under this part for which the first dis-
bursement was made on or after October 1,
1993, the amount of the loan fee that shall be
deducted under paragraph (1) shall be equal
to 0.50 percent of the principal amount of the
loan.

“(B) CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—With respect
to any loan made under section 428C on or
after April 1, 2006, the amount of the loan fee
that shall be deducted under paragraph (1)
shall be equal to 1.0 percent of the principal
amount of the loan.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to any loan made, insured, or guaran-
teed under part B of title IV of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1071 et seq.)
for which the first disbursement is made on
or after April 1, 2006.

SEC. 16. COLLEGE TUITION DEDUCTION AND
CREDIT FOR INTEREST ON HIGHER
EDUCATION LOANS.

(a) EXPANSION OF DEDUCTION FOR HIGHER
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—

(1) AMOUNT OF DEDUCTION.—Subsection (b)
of section 222 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 (relating to deduction for qualified
tuition and related expenses) is amended to
read as follows:

““(b) LIMITATIONS.—

(1) DOLLAR LIMITATIONS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the amount allowed as a de-
duction under subsection (a) with respect to
the taxpayer for any taxable year shall not
exceed the applicable dollar limit.

‘(B) APPLICABLE DOLLAR LIMIT.—The appli-
cable dollar limit for any taxable year shall
be determined as follows:

Applicable
“Taxable year: dollar amount:
2006 et $8,000

2007 and thereafter . .. $12,000.

‘(2) LIMITATION BASED ON MODIFIED AD-
JUSTED GROSS INCOME.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount which
would (but for this paragraph) be taken into
account under subsection (a) shall be reduced
(but not below zero) by the amount deter-
mined under subparagraph (B).

“(B) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.—The amount
determined under this subparagraph equals
the amount which bears the same ratio to
the amount which would be so taken into ac-
count as—

‘(i) the excess of—

(D the taxpayer’s modified adjusted gross
income for such taxable year, over

““(IT) $65,000 ($130,000 in the case of a joint
return), bears to

“‘(ii) $15,000 ($30,000 in the case of a joint re-
turn).

¢(C) MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—
For purposes of this paragraph, the term
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‘modified adjusted gross income’ means the
adjusted gross income of the taxpayer for the
taxable year determined—

‘(i) without regard to this section and sec-
tions 199, 911, 931, and 933, and

‘‘(ii) after the application of sections 86,
135, 137, 219, 221, and 469.

For purposes of the sections referred to in
clause (ii), adjusted gross income shall be de-
termined without regard to the deduction al-
lowed under this section.

‘(D) INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-
able year beginning in a calendar year after
2006, both of the dollar amounts in subpara-
graph (B)(A)(II) shall be increased by an
amount equal to—

“(I) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘“(IT) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, by
substituting ‘calendar year 2005 for ‘cal-
endar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) thereof.

‘‘(ii) RouNnDING.—If any amount as adjusted
under clause (i) is not a multiple of $50, such
amount shall be rounded to the nearest mul-
tiple of $50.”".

(2) QUALIFIED TUITION AND RELATED EX-
PENSES OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 222(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to al-
lowance of deduction) is amended by insert-
ing ‘“‘of eligible students’ after ‘‘expenses’.

(B) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE STUDENT.—Sec-
tion 222(d) of such Code (relating to defini-
tions and special rules) is amended by redes-
ignating paragraphs (2) through (6) as para-
graphs (3) through (7), respectively, and by
inserting after paragraph (1) the following
new paragraph:

‘“(2) ELIGIBLE STUDENT.—The term ‘eligible
student’ has the meaning given such term by
section 25A(b)(3).”.

(3) DEDUCTION MADE PERMANENT.—Title IX
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001 (relating to sunset of
provisions of such Act) shall not apply to the
amendments made by section 431 of such
Act.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to pay-
ments made in taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2005.

(b) CREDIT FOR INTEREST ON HIGHER EDU-
CATION LOANS.—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to nonrefund-
able personal credits) is amended by insert-
ing after section 25D the following new sec-
tion:

“SEC. 25E. INTEREST ON HIGHER EDUCATION
LOANS.

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of
an individual, there shall be allowed as a
credit against the tax imposed by this chap-
ter for the taxable year an amount equal to
the interest paid by the taxpayer during the
taxable year on any qualified education loan.

“(b) MAXIMUM CREDIT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the credit allowed by sub-
section (a) for the taxable year shall not ex-
ceed $1,500.

¢(2) LIMITATION BASED ON MODIFIED AD-
JUSTED GROSS INCOME.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the modified adjusted
gross income of the taxpayer for the taxable
year exceeds $50,000 ($100,000 in the case of a
joint return), the amount which would (but
for this paragraph) be allowable as a credit
under this section shall be reduced (but not
below zero) by the amount which bears the
same ratio to the amount which would be so
allowable as such excess bears to $20,000
(840,000 in the case of a joint return).

“(B) MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—
The term ‘modified adjusted gross income’
means adjusted gross income determined
without regard to sections 199, 222, 911, 931,
and 933.

‘(C) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case
of any taxable year beginning after 2006, the
$50,000 and $100,000 amounts referred to in
subparagraph (A) shall be increased by an
amount equal to—

‘(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘“(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section (1)(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, by
substituting ‘2005’ for ‘1992’.

‘(D) ROUNDING.—If any amount as adjusted
under subparagraph (C) is not a multiple of
$50, such amount shall be rounded to the
nearest multiple of $50.

‘“(c) DEPENDENTS NOT ELIGIBLE FOR CRED-
IT.—No credit shall be allowed by this sec-
tion to an individual for the taxable year if
a deduction under section 151 with respect to
such individual is allowed to another tax-
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payer for the taxable year beginning in the
calendar year in which such individual’s tax-
able year begins.

“(d) LIMIT ON PERIOD CREDIT ALLOWED.—A
credit shall be allowed under this section
only with respect to interest paid on any
qualified education loan during the first 60
months (whether or not consecutive) in
which interest payments are required. For
purposes of this paragraph, any loan and all
refinancings of such loan shall be treated as
1 loan.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘(1) QUALIFIED EDUCATION LOAN.—The term
‘qualified education loan’ has the meaning
given such term by section 221(d)(1).

‘“(2) DEPENDENT.—The term ‘dependent’ has
the meaning given such term by section 152.

*“(f) SPECIAL RULES.—

‘(1) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No credit
shall be allowed under this section for any
amount taken into account for any deduc-
tion under any other provision of this chap-
ter.

*“(2) MARRIED COUPLES MUST FILE JOINT RE-
TURN.—If the taxpayer is married at the
close of the taxable year, the credit shall be
allowed under subsection (a) only if the tax-
payer and the taxpayer’s spouse file a joint
return for the taxable year.

‘(3) MARITAL STATUS.—Marital status shall
be determined in accordance with section
7703.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 25D the fol-
lowing new item:

‘“Sec. 25E. Interest on higher education
loans.”.
(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to any
qualified education loan (as defined in sec-
tion 25E(e)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, as added by this section) incurred on,
before, or after the date of the enactment of
this Act, but only with respect to any loan
interest payment due after December 31,
2005.

There being no objection, the addi-
tional material was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:



S6648 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE June 28, 2006

The College Cost Crunch:
A State-by-State Analysis of
Rising Tuition and Student Debt

Federal student aid has not kept pace with the rising cost of attending college. As a
consequence, students and parents have been forced to rely more heavily on loans to
finance higher education. Now, with interest rates rising by nearly two percentage
points, paying off student loans will become even more difficult. The prospect of high
student loan debt can deter qualified students from pursuing or completing a college
education. And for those who do graduate from college, studies show that increasing
student debt is affecting professional and personal decisions, such as what career to
pursue or when to buy a home. If America is to remain a land of opportunity, we must
ensure that college is affordable for all and that the pursuit of higher education is
determined by one’s ability and hard work, not by one’s bank account.

College Education: More Important, More Expensive

A college education is more important than ever in ensuring success in our increasingly
competitive economy. It improves one’s chances of being employed, having higher
earnings, and entering the middle class. People with a bachelor’s degree earn over 62
percent more on average than those with only a high school diploma. Over a lifetime,
the gap in earning potential between a person with a high school diploma and a
bachelor's degree is more than $1 million. (College Board, 2005)

But while a college education has become more important to economic success, the
cost has become an even greater barrier to getting a degree. The cost of attending a
public four-year college increased 32 percent between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005
school years. The cost of attending a private four-year college also has risen
considerably — a 21 percent increase — and has reached nearly $26,500 a year. (U.S.
Department of Education, Digest of Education Statistics, 2001 and 2005) Over the same period,
median family income increased less than six percent. (U.S. Census Bureau, Historical Income
Tables) After financial aid is taken into account, 28 percent of the average family income

is required fo pay for annual college expenses at a public four-year college. (The National
Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, Measuring Up 2004)

Paying for College: A Shift from Grants to Loans

The federal government has long recognized the personal and public benefits of making
college affordable. The federal Pell Grant program, which is the nation’s largest need-
based grant program, has proven to be indispensable for millions of students who might
not otherwise have had the financial resources to pursue a college degree. But the
maximum federal Pell Grant award has not kept pace with the rising cost of attending
college. While the maximum Pell Grant covered 51 percent of the cost of tuition, fees,
room and board at a public four-year college during the 1986-1987 school year, it
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covered only 35 percent of those costs in 2004-2005. (Analysis of Department of Education
data)

Without adequate federal grants, students and their parents have had to rely
increasingly on student loans to finance their college educations. More students are
borrowing, and borrowing larger amounts, than ever before. The percentage of
undergraduates at four-year colleges taking out loans has risen to over 60 percent, and
the average amount of federal student loan debt upon graduation has increased from
$8,946 in 1992-1993 to $17,400 in 2003-2004. When private loans are factored in as

well, average student loan debt in 2003-2004 was over $19,000. (National Postsecondary
Student Aid Study 1993 and 2004, National Center for Education Statistics)

While the amount of student loans has grown over time, the impact has been
moderated in recent years by historically low interest rates. Students have minimized
the effects of high debt by consolidating loans at low, fixed rates. But interest rates for
Stafford loans have risen substantially over the past two years, increasing from 3.4 to
5.3 percent last year and will be rising again on July 1 - to 7.14 percent for outstanding
loans and 6.8 percent on new loans. (Congressional Research Service) As a result, loan
payments will be considerably higher for students taking out new loans and for those
who did not consolidate their loans in recent years.

Student Debt’s Impact on Attending and Completing College

Regrettably, the opportunity of a college education is not available to all qualified
students. The high cost of attending college, combined with insufficient grant aid, can
price students out of a college education. Even with student loans and work-study
programs, students can be confronted with thousands of dollars of unmet financial need
that they simply cannot afford to pay. After all aid, loans and work are taken into
account, the lowest income students still face nearly $5,800 in unmet need. (Business
Higher Education Forum, 2005) Consequently, each year, more than 400,000 low- and
moderate-income high school graduates who are fully prepared to attend a four-year
college do not do so because of financial barriers. About 170,000 of these students will
attend no college at all. (Advisory Committee on Student Finance Assistance, June 2002)

The need to take out student loans can also cause students to delay starting school,
prevent them from attending a more expensive college, or prevent students who begin
college from graduating. Students who attempt college but leave without a degree can
become burdened with an unmanageable student loan debt. About 18 percent of

people who leave school without completing a degree borrow more than $20,000. (Neliie
Mae Corporation, February 2003)

Student Debt’s Impact on Post-Graduate Decisions

Large student debt also affects career and life decisions after graduation. A new study
examined the burden of student loan debt on people who would like to pursue public
service careers such as teaching and social work — careers that are low-paying yet
essential to America’s future and to the communities in which we live. It found that 23

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 2
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percent of public college graduates and 38 percent of private college graduates would
have an unmanageable level of student debt if they were to live on the salary of a
starting teacher. The outlook is even bleaker for social work. Student debt would be
unmanageable for 37 percent of public college graduates and 55 percent of private

college graduates living on the salary of a starting social worker. (State PIRGs’ Higher
Education Project, April 2006)

The most recent National Student Loan Survey has found that student debt can affect
other major life decisions. For the first time in fifteen years, the survey found that the
probability of owning a home decreases as student debt levels increase. While student
debt is not the primary determinant of home ownership, the survey found that an
additional $5,000 of debt reduces the probability of owning home by about one percent.
The survey also measured the perceived impact of student loan debt and found that 30
percent of respondents said they delayed buying a car because of student loan debt, 21
percent said they delayed having children because of student loan debt, and 14 percent

said they delayed getting married because of student loan debt. (Nellie Mae Corporation,
February 2003)

Budget Reconciliation: A Missed Opportunity to Expand
College Affordability

At the end of 2005, federal lawmakers were presented with a realistic opportunity to
address college affordability. It was proposed that Congress could reduce excessive
subsidies going to student loan lenders and use those savings to substantially increase
need-based aid to all students eligible for Pell Grants. But the Republican-controlled
Congress had other priorities. Instead of increasing grants to all Pell-eligible students,
Republicans stripped $12 billion from the student loan program and used it to offset
more tax breaks for the wealthy instead of more aid for students. Only a very small
amount of additional savings went to student aid. This new aid program is so restrictive
that the Congressional Budget Office estimates that less than ten percent of Pell eligible
students will receive additional grant aid this year. To make matters worse, in the same
bill, Congress also increased interest rates for PLUS loans to parents, from the
previously-scheduled fixed rate of 7.9 percent to 8.5 percent.

A Need for a New Direction on College Affordability

Democrats recognize that students and their families are struggling to cover the rising
cost of college and are making college affordability a top priority. Specifically,
Democrats propose to:

* Cut student loan costs and make payments manageable. Because interest
rates on new Stafford loans are set to rise to a fixed 6.8 percent on July 1,
current college students will eventually have higher monthly debt payments than
graduates who were able to consolidate their student loans at low fixed rates in
recent years. Democrats support efforts to make student loans affordable, such
as lowering interest rates or expanding options to limit loan payments to a
specified percentage of the borrower’s income.

HELP Commitiee Democrats & DPC Special Report 3
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Expand Pell Grants. President Bush still has not followed through on his six-
year-old campaign promise to increase the maximum Pell Grant to $5,100.
Under his budget proposal for Fiscal Year 2007, the maximum Pell Grant would
remain at $4,050 — where it has been frozen for the past four years, despite
skyrocketing tuition and fees. Democrats are committed to raising the maximum
Pell Grant award to $5,100.

Make college tuition deductible from taxes. The Republican-controlled
Congress allowed a popular tax deduction for college tuition to expire at the end
of 2005. In 2003, over 3.4 million Americans benefited from this tax deduction.
Preliminary data from the Internal Revenue Service shows that in 2004, 4.7
million took advantage of the deduction, which allowed qualified taxpayers to
deduct up to $4,000 in tuition and fees from their taxable income. Republicans
chose to include capital gains and dividends tax breaks — but not the college
tuition tax deduction — in the tax reconciliation conference report approved earlier
this year. Democrats support extending this tax deduction this year so taxpayers
can benefit from it when filing their 2006 tax returns and have proposed
increasing the deduction to $12,000. Democrats also support expanding access
to the Hope and Lifetime Learning tax credits for qualified postsecondary
education expenses.

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report
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Examining How States Are Affected by
Rising Tuition and Student Debt

Rising tuition and student loan debt is a national problem. No state has escaped the
college cost crunch. But individual states have been affected to different degrees. This
report provides information on the college affordability problem in each state as well as
how students and their families in each state would benefit from Democratic proposals.
The following tables and individualized state reports provide information for each state
on:

The rising cost of college;

* The erosion of the value of the Pell Grant;

* The amount of student loan debt incurred by college graduates;

* The amount of family income needed to pay for college;

* The amount of savings if student loan interest rates were cut in half;

* The reduction in monthly costs if student loan payments were capped at 15
percent of a borrower’s discretionary income;

* The increase in the average Pell Grant award and the number of students eligible
if the maximum Pell Grant were increased to $5,100; and

* The number of students and families who are likely to benefit from re-instituting
the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at the end of 2005.

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 5
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'$9,819

Montana

1$7.607

Alaska $8,386 $9,936 Nebraska $7,335 $10,704
Arizona $7.872 $10,863 Nevada $8,252 $10,464
New
Arkansas $6,789 $8,734 Hampshire $11,717 $14,651
California $9,592 $13,356 New Jersey | $11,998 $16,349
Colorado $8,360 $10,243 New Mexico | $7,085 $8,675
Connecticut $10,512 $13,824 New York $10,254 $12,441
North
Delaware $10,290 $13,353 Carolina $7.,080 $9,450
District of
Columbia® $2,070 $2,070 North Dakota | $6,405 $9,011
Florida $7,944 $9,335 Ohio $10,449 $15,256
Georgia $7,455 $9,439 Oklahoma $6,000 $8,451
Hawaii $8,286 $9,131 Oregon $9,397 $12,177
Idaho $6,763 $9,066 Pennsylvania | $11,087 $14,771
linois $9,5633 $12,803 Rhode Island | $11,104 $13,541
South
indiana $9,232 $12,240 Carolina $9,065 $12,165
South
lowa $7,589 $11,541 Dakota $6,979 $8,944
Kansas $6,650 $9,397 Tennessee $7,661 $9,445
Kentucky $6,921 $9,400 Texas $7,634 $10,233
Louisiana $6,304 $7,973 Utah $6,623 $8,348
Maine $9,361 $11,826 Vermont $12,836 $15,658
Maryland $10,846 $14,108 Virginia $8,744 $11,616
Massachusetts | $9,206 $13,687 Washington | $8,917 $11,902
Michigan $9,841 $12,658 West Virginia | $7,287 $9,450
Minnesota $8,146 $11,958 Wisconsin $7,385 $9,872
Mississippi $7,181 $9,019 Wyoming $7,017 $8,514
Missouri $8,201 $11,356 United States | $8,655 $11,441

! National Center for Education Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 2001”
2 National Center for Education Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 2005”
3 Figure Includes Tuition and Fees Only
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Alabama $14,248 | $17,520 | Montana $14,298 | $17,918
Alaska $14,378 $21,423 Nebraska $16,381 | $19,725
Arizona $14,935 |$19,448 Nevada $17,397 | $20,594
New
Arkansas $13,361 $17,040 Hampshire $24,525 | $29,728
California $24,993 $30,186 New Jersey $23,860 | $29,751
Colorado $23,599 $27,361 New Mexico $18,985 | $19,304
Connecticut $27,818 $33,965 New York $25,171 | $30,907
North
Delaware $14,041 $17,368 Carolina $20,169 | $24,600
District of
Columbia $27,143 $31,594 North Dakota | $11,392 | $12,525
Florida $19,800 $23,793 Ohio $21,045 | $25,594
Georgia $19,743 $24,734 Oklahoma $15,397 | $19,168
Hawaii $15,997 $17,866 Oregon $23,306 | $27,493
Idaho $17,783 |$11,388 | Pennsylvania | $24,779 | $30,637
lllinois $21,941 $26,966 Rhode Island | $26,157 | $30,907
South
indiana $21,390 $26,490 Carolina $17,583 | $21,237
lowa $19,454 $23,012 South Dakota | $15,398 | $18,076
Kansas $15,627 $19,736 Tennessee $18,139 | $22,035
Kentucky $14,727 |$19,262 | Texas $16,973 | $22,218
Louisiana $22,154 $26,583 Utah $8,576 | $10,521
Maine $22,689 |$28,371 Vermont $22,312 | $27,261
Maryland $26,034 $30,515 Virginia $18,700 | $23,277
Massachusetts | $28,669 | $35,470 | Washington | $21,510 | $26,021
Michigan $16,040 $19,286 West Virginia | $18,338 | $19,067
Minnesota $21,556 $25,946 Wisconsin $20,271 | $24,574
Mississippi $13,717 $16,460 Wyoming N/A N/A
Missouri $17,852 $21,431 United States | $21,907 | $26,489

% National Center for Education Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 2001”
® National Center for Education Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 2005
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Alabama 62% 41% Montana 51% 41%
Alaska 53% 41% Nebraska 63% 38%
Arizona 55% 37% Nevada 60% 39%
New
Arkansas 75% 46% Hampshire 46% 28%
California 40% 30% New Jersey 43% 25%
Colorado 47% 40% New Mexico 58% 47%
Connecticut 49% 29% New York 45% 33%
North
Delaware 54% 30% Carolina 69% 43%
District of
Columbia N/A N/A North Dakota 67% 45%
Florida 54% 43% Ohio 43% 27%
Georgia 58% 43% Oklahoma 72% 48%
Hawaii 49% 44% Oregon 53% 33%
ldaho 56% 45% Pennsylvania 41% 27%
llinois 47% 32% Rhode Island 39% 30%
South
Indiana 44% 33% Carolina 50% 33%
fowa 61% 35% South Dakota 62% 45%
Kansas 60% 43% Tennessee 62% 43%
Kentucky 64% 43% Texas 55% 40%
Louisiana 59% 51% Utah 53% 49%
Maine 46% 34% Vermont 30% 26%
Maryland 39% 29% Virginia 42% 35%
Massachusetts 50% 30% Washington 53% 34%
Michigan 44% 32% West Virginia 51% 43%
Minnesota 52% 34% Wisconsin 58% 41%
Mississippi 54% 45% Wyoming 62%° 48%
Missouri 62% 36% United States 51% 35%

6 HELP Committee calculations based on cost of tuition, fees, room and board data from National Center for Education Statistics,
“Digest of Education Statistics 1988” and “Digest of Education Statistics 2005” and data on maximum appropriated Peil Grant from
Congressional Research Service.

7 Based on 1986-87 tuition, fees, room and board data from integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
8 Based on 1986-87 tuition, fees, room and board data from Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
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Alabama 62% $17,277 Montana 55% $16,920
Alaska 53% $12,948 Nebraska 67% $17,356
Arizona 59% $16,089 Nevada 44% $12,818
New

Arkansas 55% $17,383 Hampshire 67% $21,332
California 56% $15,340 New Jersey 57% $16,450
Colorado 55% $16,833 New Mexico 51% $12,746
Connecticut 59% $19,093 New York 59% $17,594
Delaware 46% $15,694 North Carolina 62% $16,484
District of Columbia 53% $21,675 North Dakota 67% $21,331
Florida 58% $18,574 Ohio 62% $19,665
Georgia 53% $15,337 Oklahoma 55% $16,297
Hawaii 41% $14,716 Oregon 63% $18,105
Idaho 54% $24,527 Pennsylvania 72% $19,866
Hlinois 66% $16,104 Rhode Island 62% $20,826
Indiana 65% $18,506 South Carolina 63% $16,734
lowa 7% $22,025 South Dakota 72% $18,889
Kansas 69% $16,029 Tennessee 59% $19,346
Kentucky 54% $15,579 Texas 56% $16,618
Louisiana 53% $17,531 Utah 44% $11,039
Maine 65% $18,341 Vermont 69% $20,604
Maryland 50% $15,054 Virginia 63% $16,474
Massachusetts 62% $17,353 Washington 61% $17,601
Michigan 57% $17,941 West Virginia 64% $17,697
Minnesota 67% $19,468 Wisconsin 68% $16,815
Mississippi 57% $14,534 Wyoming 43% N/A

Missouri 65% $15,678 United States'’ 62% $19,300

° Proportion of Student Loan Borrowers Among Full-Time First-Time Undergraduates at Four-Year Institutions. Calculations by the
Project on Student Debt at the Institute for College Access and Success, based on data from the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2004, Data Analysis System (DAS)

10 Average Debt of Graduates from Four-Year Colleges and Universities. Calculations by the Project on Student Debt from campus

Averages are weighted by campus enroliment.
n NCES, “National Postsecondary Student Aid Study 2004,” compiled by Congressional Research Service
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Alabama

27% 31%
Alaska 21% Nebraska 24%
Arizona 30% Nevada 27%
Arkansas 26% New Hampshire 32%
California 32% New Jersey 34%
Colorado 24% New Mexico 27%
Connecticut 29% New York 32%
Delaware 30% North Carolina 25%
District of Columbia N/A North Dakota 25%
Florida 25% Ohio 36%
Georgia 24% Oklahoma 23%
Hawaii 23% Oregon 34%
Idaho 22% Pennsylvania 35%
lllinois 30% Rhode Island 35%
Indiana 29% South Carolina 32%
lowa 28% South Dakota 23%
Kansas 23% Tennessee 27%
Kentucky 22% Texas 26%
Louisiana 23% Utah 18%
Maine 34% Vermont 41%
Maryland 29% Virginia 26%
Massachusetts 31% Washington 31%
Michigan 32% West Virginia 29%
Minnesota 23% Wisconsin 22%
Mississippi 26% Wyoming 24%
Missouri 27% United States 28%

'2 The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, “Measuring Up 2004: The National Report

Card on

Higher Education.”
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$3,455 Montana $3,384
Alaska $2,588 Nebraska $3,470
Arizona $3,217 Nevada $2,563
Arkansas $3,475 New Hampshire $4,265
California $3,067 New Jersey $3,289
Colorado $3,366 New Mexico $2,549
Connecticut $3,818 New York $3,518
Delaware $3,138 North Carolina $3,295
District of Columbia $4,334 North Dakota $4,265
Florida $3,713 Ohio $3,932
Georgia $3,066 Oklahoma $3,258
Hawaii $2,942 Oregon $3,620
Idaho $4,903 Pennsylvania $3,972
lllinois $3,220 Rhode Island $4,164
Indiana $3,701 South Carolina $3,346
lowa $4,404 South Dakota $3,778
Kansas $3,205 Tennessee $3,868
Kentucky $3,114 Texas $3,323
Louisiana $3,505 Utah $2,208
Maine $3,667 Vermont $4,120
Maryland $3,011 Virginia $3,294
Massachusetts $3,470 Washington $3,520
Michigan $3,587 West Virginia $3,538
Minnesota $3,892 Wisconsin $3,361
Mississippi $2,906 Wyoming N/A
Missouri $3,134 United States™ $3,859

'3 Calculations by HELP Committee staff based on interest rate cut from 6.8% fixed rate to 3.4% fixed rate and
average student aid debt per graduate (Project on Student Debt at The Institute for College Access and Success

calculations from campus data available on www.economicdiversity.org), assuming 10-year loan repayment.

14 National average total student aid debt per graduate from NCES, “National Postsecondary Student Aid Study

2004,” compiled by Congressional Research Service.
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Alabama $30,973 $17,277 $50 25%
Alaska $40,027 $12,948 $22 15%
Arizona $28,236 $16,089 $52 28%
Arkansas $26,129 $17,383 $62 31%
California $35,135 $15,340 $36 21%
Colorado $31,296 $16,833 $48 25%
Connecticut $34,462 $19,093 $47 21%
Delaware $34,566 $15,694 $38 21%
District of

Columbia $38,566 $21,675 $42 17%
Florida $30,969 $18,574 $54 25%
Georgia $35,116 $15,337 $36 21%
Hawaii $37,615 $14,716 $30 18%
ldaho $25,908 $24,527 $89 31%
IHlinois $35,114 $16,104 $38 21%
indiana $29,784 $18,506 $56 26%
lowa $26,967 $22,025 $75 30%
Kansas $28,530 $16,029 $51 28%
Kentucky $28,416 $15,579 $50 28%
Louisiana $29,655 $17,531 $53 26%
Maine $25,901 $18,341 $66 31%
Maryland $33,760 $15,054 $38 22%
Massachusetts $34,041 $17,353 $43 22%
Michigan $34,377 $17,941 $44 21%
Minnesota $30,772 $19,468 $57 25%
Mississippi $28,106 | $14,534 $47 28%
Missouri $28,938 $15,678 $49 27%

13 HELP Committee estimates calculated using the U.S. Department of Education’s “Income Contingent Repayment Plan
Calculator” (http://www.ed.gov/offices/OSFAP/Directt oan/RepayCalc/dlentry2.html ), using average debt levels calculated by the

Project on Student Debt at the Institute for College Access and Success from campus data available on ww